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Ir 1s NoT suRPRISING that comments shou]d have been 
made upon the statement referred to at the commence- 
ment of the meeting at the Law Institution on Wed- 
nesday. That the judges, or any of them, should lend 
any sanction to the idea that persons excluded from one 
branch of the profession might properly be assisted into 
the “other, would indeed be startling. The result of 
inquiries made in quarters likely to be well informed is 
that nothing is known of any order having been made 
dispensing with the preliminary examination in the case 
of Mr. Edwin James. If such an order has been made, 
it can only have been made in pursuance of the practice 
by which the exercise of the power of dispensing with 
the preliminary examination, vested in the Chiefs of the 
Common Law Courts and the Master of the Rolls, by 23 
& 24 Vict. c. 127, s.°8, has usually been considered as a 
matter of course in the case of persons who have been 
barristers. We shall be slow to believe, however, that 
any such order has been made. 








AN INTERESTING QUESTION was incidentally discussed 
last week in the Court of Exchequer Chamber in the case 
of Tinn v. Hoffmann. The plaintiff sought to make the 
defendant liable on a contract for the delivery of eight 
hundred tons of iron, and one of his contentions was that 
the contract was made by two letters written on the 
same day by the defendant and himself, which had 
crossed each other. The Court decided against him upon 
other grounds, but with one exception all the judges de- 
livered extra-judicial dicta upon the effect of cross offers. 
According to Honyman, J.—and we may state that the 
Court below entertained the same view—cross offers may 
constitute a contract. If A. and B. at the same time, 
though in ignorance of each other’s intentions, both 
propose the same terms, there is a perfect aggregatio 
mentiwm, and when the letters cross each other a perfect 
contract. Blackburn, J., on the other hand, expressed a 
clear opinion to the contrary. The offer of one man 
could not be held to be accepted by the offer of another 
made simultaneously and in ignorance of the first offer. 
The inclination of opinion on the part of the other 
members of the Court except Quain, J., who made no 
remarks upon the subject, was to the same effect. It is 
somewhat singular that there is no authority on the point. 
Upon principle it certainly seems to us that Mr. Justice 
Blackburn is right. Consent to the same thing is necessary 
toa contract. But can both parties be said to be consenting 
to the same thing when neither knows what the other is 
proposing? Can therein such a case be mutual promises, 
or is not the whole matter in an imperfect, an inchoate 
stage? It is difficult to answer these questions, and the 
Court of Exchequer Chamber, in the case we have referred 
to, distinctly declined, as a Court, todo so. The point, 
therefore, still remains open for judicial decision. 





A piscussion as to the proper mode of addressing her 
Majesty’s judges arose last week during the sittings of 
the Exchequer Chamber. Mr. Holker, Q.C., who was 





arguing a case, in reply to one of the members of the Court 
referred to the president for the day, who was Mr. 
Justice Blackburn, as “my Lord.” That very learned 
judge immediately interrupted Mr. Holker saying :— 
“You should not speak of me as ‘my Lord’; that is a 
title reserved for the three Chiefs. When you speak to 
one puisne judge of another you should say not ‘as 
my Lord,’ but ‘as Mr. Justice so-and-so’ observed; and 
it makes no difference that the puisne judge referred to 
happens to be presiding over the Court.” Some of the 
other members of the Court seemed disposed to dissent 
from this modest view of a puisne judge’s title. But 
there can be no doubt that Mr. Justice Blackburn’s ob- 
servation is well founded. We have only to refer to the 
reports to see that the title of ““my Lord” is, properly 
speaking, reserved for the Chiefs. The Chief of each 
Court is par excellence “my Lord.” His puisnes would 
not presume to call him “ brother,” although, like them- 
selves, he is, and at present must be, a member of Ser- 
jeant’s-inn. Certainly a presiding puisne judge has no 
right to be spoken ofas “my Lord,” although by a com- 
paratively recent usage he is, whether presiding or not, 
spoken fo under that title. Even the latter mark of 
respect is a modern innovation. It was only during the 
last century that the judges began to be addressed as 
“your Lordship.” In the Year Books their title is “ sir,” 
and it is difficult to see why this respectful mode of ad- 
dress has beén superseded by one more pretentious. Mr, 
Serjeant Hill, we are told by Mr. Foss, persisted through- 
out his life in keeping to the old style, but he was the 
last counsel who refused to adopt the new fashion (see 
Foss’s Judges, vol. 8, p. 228); and at the present day he 
would be a bold reformer indeed, who would venture to 
deprive some, at any rate, of the judges of the more 
dignified appellation. 





IN A VERY VALUABLE PAPER read this week before the 
Statistical Society, Mr. F. H. Janson, Vice-President of 
the Incorporated Law Society, gave some details of the 
statistics of legislation. Referring to the enormous bulk 
of the Acts of our Legislature, he said that the number 
of public Acts passed from the Statute of Merton to the 
end of last session, exclusive of the ante-Union Acts of 
Scotland and Ireland, is 18,110, occupying 36,497 quarto, 
and 2,109 octavo pages, while the number of local, per- 
sonal, and private Acts (including public, local, and 
personal Acts, local and personal Acts to be judicially 
noticed, local and personal Acts not printed, and all others 
not properly classed under the heading of, or printed 
with, the public Acts) from the Statute of Merton to the 
end of the session of 1872, is 23,222. The printed matter 
alone of these latter Acts covers a space equal to more than 
three acres. 

The worst of the matier is that the evil is rapidly on 
the increase. Turning to the extremely useful and in- 
genious table appended by Mr. Janson to his paper, we 
find that the average number of statutes of every des- 
cription passed in each reign per annum, had increased 
from 0°803 in the reign of Henry III. to 257°285 in the 
reign of William IV., and to 331°857 in the reign of 
Victoria. Of the statutes passed in the reigns down to and 
including that of George IV., fully nine-tenths have 
either expired, become spent, or been wholly or partially 
repealed, and even of the 134 public: Acts passed so lately 
as during the 18th and 19th years of Queen Victoria 
(1856 and 1857), only 68 remain entirely in force; and 
of these several relate to the colonies, and others belong to 
the class of local and personal Acts. We hope hereafter 
to return to the consideration. of the conclusions derivable 
from Mr. Janson’s paper, and regret that the crowded 
state of our columns this week prevents us from printing 
it in full. 





WE PRINT IN ANOTHER COLUMN a report of some remarks 
by one of the Irish bankruptcy judges on the relative 
merits of the English and Irish systems of administra- 
tion of bankruptcy law. Without admitting as accurate 
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Judge Harrison’s statement of the per centage of expen- 
diture in the two Courts, we are bound to allow that the 
abolition of the office of official assignee, and the introduc- 
tion of accountants as paid trustees, has very much tended 
to increase the cost of winding up insolvent estates. 
Our readers are aware that prior to the Bankruptcy Act 
of 1861 the official assignee received a per centage upon 
the amount of assets realised through his intervention, 
and such a person as a paid creditor’s assignee or trustee 
was unknown. But, since the abolition of the office of 
official assignee, bankrupt estates remain very much in 
the hands of professional accountants, and to this cause 
we may attribute in a great measure the increased amount 
of expenditure. So long as accountant trustees limit 
themselves to their province of realising and distributing 
assets, perhaps the creditors are the only persons who 
are entitled to complain, but there is reason to believe 
that estates are frequently frittered away in consequence 
of the attempted assumption by trustees of the func- 
tions of solicitors. In such cases the solicitor is called 
in, but too late for his seryices to be of any avail; and 
instances have occurred in which the trustee has acted 
in defiance of the deliberate opinion of counsel and 
solicitor. The result may easily be imagined. Not long 
since we remember to have heard an attempted argu- 
ment by an accountant qua trustee upon a question 
of reputed ownership, under section 15, sub-section 5, 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869. Well might the registrar 
observe upon the inconvenience of such a proceeding, 
and it is hardly necessary to say that after the estate 
had been put to the expense of an adjournment, counsel 
and solicitor were properly instructed. 





No rvute or Eaviry probably is more firmly estab- 
lished than that which holds that no trustee can be 
allowed to derive any benefit for himself from dealing 
with the funds of which he is trustee. And to those 
who are sometimes called “ commercial trustees ’’—the 
directors, that is, of a joint stock company—the rule 
applies with equal stringency. The reason for this 
is obvious. Directors are paid officers; and in return 
for their remuneration the company has a right to 
their entire services upon every matter which is brought 
before the board for consideration. The company 
has aright to insist that upon every question it shall 
have the benefit of the disinterested advice of every 
paid director. For this position it will be sufficient to 
refer to the judgment of Vice-Chancellor Knight Bruce 
in Benson v. Heathorn (1 Y. & C. C. C. 326), the principles 
of which have never been disputed. It was held, how- 
ever, by Lord Chancellor Hatherley in Imperial Mer- 
cantile Credit Association v. Coleman (18 W. R. 570, 19 
W. R. 481, L. R. 6 Ch. 558), that it is perfectly compe- 
tent to a company to stipulate that this exclusive right 
to the services of their directors is a benefit of which 
they do not desire to avail themselves. It may be more 
advantageous to a company to secure directors who can 
advance the interests of the company by their connection, 
and to allow them such commission as shall make it 
worth their while to introduce business to the company, 
than to have the benefit of the advice of every director 
in every proposed transaction. This is only equivalent 
to saying that it is perfectly competent to the cestut que 
trustent, that is the shareholders, if they think it worth 
their while, to make a present to their trustees, the 
directors; and the only question is, whether this is 
really the intention of the parties, and whether the 
profits acquired by the trustee have been acquired with 
the knowledge and consent of the cestui que trustent. It 
will be seen that Lord Hatherley, in his judgment in the 
case to which we have referred, is most careful to point 
out that, in there allowing the director to retain the 
profits he had made, he in no way tended in the least 
degree to impeach, or to throw the smallest doubt upon, 
the general proposition as regards the relative position 
of trustee and cestui que trustent. In recently overruling 
his Lordship’s decision the House of Lords have, while 





differing from Lord Hatherley’s view of the facts, prac- 
tically affirmed the principle of his judgment. The 
House of Lords have decided against the right of Mr. 
Coleman’s firm to retain the profits made on a contract 
introduced by him to the company, not on the ground 
that such profits could in no case be legitimately re- 
tained, but on the ground that the declaration of interest 
in the matter was not made by the director in terms 
such as would satisfy the articles of the company. 





Ovr reapers will find in another part of our impres- 
sion a report of the general meeting of the members of 
the Law Institution for the purpose of repealing or 
altering the existing bye-laws, or enacting new bye-laws. 
The result of the division on Mr. Carpenter's proposal 
that a certain proportion of members of the Council 
should, on retirement, be ineligible for one year for re- 
election, was that the proposal was affirmed by a majority 
of 7—166 for, and 159 against. We understand that a 
question has been raised as to whether the resolution 
must not be confirmed ata subsequent meeting. If so, 
it is to be hoped that there will be a larger attendance of 
voters, and a more decisive result. The meeting was ad- 
journed until that day three weeks for the consideration 
of the rest of the bye-laws, and before that day arrives 
we hope to place before our readers some observations on 
the points remaining to be considered. 








THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 


This Bill has been introduced, we presume, more for 
purposes of discussion than with any serious idea that it 
can become law during the present session of Parliament, 
the whole available time of which seems to be already 
fully occupied by more pressing projects of legislation. 

With the object of the Bill it is hardly necessary for us 
to express our entire concurrence. So long ago as the 
time of the introduction of Lord Westbury’s abortive 
Act for the same purpose, we pointed out that any altera- 
tion of the law which would facilitate the proof of a 
good title—as distinguished from a scheme like the Irish 
Encumbered Estates Act, for turning bad titles into 
good ones at the expense of the true owners—would 
confer a substantial benefit, not only on the public, but 
on the profession ; and we showed then, and still remain 
of the same mind, that no such scheme had anything to 
fear from any interested opposition on the part of either 
branch of the legal profession. 

The principle of the measure being thus admitted, 
the criticism of any particular proposal becomes mainly 
a question of details, and in these every successive Bill 
ought naturally to surpass its immediate predecessor, on 
the principle enunciated by the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer the other day, when addressing the Univer- 
sity of London, when he said that “even a fool might 
know more than a sage if he happened to be born 100 
years after him” (not, of course, that we mean to 
suggest that either of these appellations is distinctive: of 
the author of any of the Bills which have been intro- 
duced for this object). As might have been expected, 
therefore, the Bill now before Parliament seems to us to 
steer clear, to a very great degree, of the difficulties 
which have practically nullified Lord Westbury’s Act, 
and which caused the shipwreck of the proposals of 
Lords Cranworth and Hatherley. Nevertheless it cannot 
be pronounced entirely free from defects, and some of these 
appear to us quite sufficiently alarming to make us 
hesitate before coming to a conclusion whether the Bill 
would or not, if passed into law, form, on the whole, a 
benefit to the community. 

The Bill proposes, as we understand it, to establish 
a “Record of Title” as distinguished from a “ Re- 
gister of Deeds”; i.¢., the register is to show on 
the face of it, not that such and such deeds have 
been executed, but that so and so is entitled to the land, 
subject to such and such incumbrances, &c. So far so 
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good ; we showed in our article upon Mr. Hutton’s scheme 
that this was the only course which could effect any real 
improvement in the deduction of title; and that any 
scheme for the registration of deeds merely must prove, 
as the registers established in Middlesex and Yorkshire 
had proved, a constant source of increased expense, 
accompanied by a very doubtful benefit indeed, if any. 
Indeed, in the only cases which we have ever come across in 
practice, in which the question of registration in Middlesex 
became material at all, it wrought substantial injustice ; 
and but for the doctrine of notice, as enforced by the 
Court of Chancery, it would in innumerable other in- 
stances have had a similar effect. We are sorry to see 
that under the proposed Bill “ express notice”’ is to have 
no effect against the register; this seems to us tanta- 
mount to a direct enactment, “it shall be lawful, under 
certain circumstances, to commit a gross fraud with im- 
punity.” Itis true that the Bill expressly excepts the case 
of fraud (section 41), but then it goes on to say—“ The 
knowledge that any such trust or unregistered interest 
was or is in existence shall not of itself be imputed as 
fraud,’’ which seems to us equivalent to saying, in an Act 
dealing with the sale of chattels, “The knowledge that 
the goods offered for sale have been stolen shall not of 
itself render the purchaser liable as a receiver of stolen 
goods.” We are quite at a loss to conceive what can, 
under these circumstances, be intended by section 42; for 
we cannot imagine any fraud more “actual” than a 
purchase from a person known to be a mere trustee, with 
notice that he is—or may be—committing a breach of 
trust. It is possible, however, that “ actual’? may, in 
this instance, be intended as equivalent to “ active.”’ 


One question, which seems to us of considerable 
importance, appears to be more or less doubtful on the 
face of the Bill as drawn. Is it intended that only fee 
simple estates and absolute interests in leases are to be 
admitted on the register, or are all estates admissible 
which are capable of being limited at law, and only 
those which cannot be effected otherwise than by means 
of trusts excluded ? If the former view be the true one 
(and we have little doubt that that is the intention of the 
framers of the Bill, thouzh it is by no means clear 
whether they have or not succeeded in effectually express- 
ing that intention), then the Rill may be fairly described 
as, “An Act for depreciating the value of land; ” if the 
latter be, on the other hand, the right construction of the 
Bill, we can see no object whatever in the proposed ex- 
clusion from the register of trust estates, which are not 
more complicated, nox less capable of being intelligibly 
recorded, than a series of legal uses in strict settlement 
might be. It may well be, indeed we are strongly 
inclined to think, that equitable interests, if registered, 
ought not to be mixed up in the same folio 
with the legal ownership, but recorded simply 
as an incumbrance upon such ownership; but we 
fail to see why a mortgagee, whose interest in the 
land may be very small, should have a real right against 
it which is denied to a cestui que trust, who is in reality 
the true owner. As the Bill stands the one can register 
his incumbrance, and thereby make himself safe against 
all the world; the other can at most enter a caveat which 
he must be ever ready to protect by active litigation, 
mere quiescence after his caveat has been warned being 
sufficient to defeat his right. And not only so, but the 
owner of an equitable estate in land is by this Bill placed 
in positively a worse position than the cestui que trust of 
a skip or a sum in stock. In the latter cases if the 
trustee (being registered owner of the ship, or owner of 
the stock on the books of the bank) sells to a purchaser 
who has notice cf the trust, the cestui que trust can 
follow the property, and is not bound to rely on his 
remedy against the purchase-money or the fraudulent 
trustee; but if this Bill passes a purchaser of registered 
land from a registered owner whom he knew to be a bare 
trustee will be entitled to hold it against the claim of 

the true owner, unless some fraud other than his compli- 
city in the breach of trust involved in the sale can be 


established against him. If this once becomes law it 
will follow that land will become, instead of as now the 
most desirable, the most disadvantageous subject of trust 
and settlement possible to find ; and this would necessarily 
entail such a falling off in the demand for land as would 
inevitably act most injuriously wpon its market value. 
Whether this result would or aot be beneficial to the 
public may be a question, but it is certainly not an object 
avowed by the framers or supporters of this Bill. 

Passing from this question, which affects the entire 
scheme of the Bill, to certain other considerations of 
more limited application, we are not without apprehen- 
sions that the plan for registration without a certified 
title, though admirable in principle, will, if not much 
more carefully guarded than it appears to be, be capable 
of being made the instrument of very extensive fraud. 
It is not a very uncommon thing for a tenancy for life to 
last forty, fifty, or sixty years, according to the age of 
the tenant at its commencement; and it is at least 
probable that during more than twenty years of such a 
tenancy there may be no tenant in tail or fee simple in 
existence, or none capable of taking any steps to register 
his inheritance. Such a tenant for life, if he happened 
—as is constantly the case—also to be heir-at-law of the 
settlor, and in possession of the deed of settlement, 
could, without any greater difficulty than is involved in 
taking a false oath (a most futile safeguard), and that 
only if he could not persuade the registrar to dispense 
with it, by simply suppressing the settlement, show a 
perfectly good primd facie title to the inheritance; and 
as he would not ask for any certificate of title, the regis- 
trar would not be bound to make, and most assuredly 
would not make, any judicial investigation of his title 
deeds; and at the expiration of twenty years, at furthest, 
from the date of the registration, he would be entitled 
to a certificate of an absolutely good title, which he 


; could sell to anyone, even to a person with full knowledge 


of, if only he had not actively participated in, the fraud. 
And it is no answer to say that such a fraud would not 
be committed; even if that were true the law ought not 
to be such as to permit its existence, but that no such 
dependence can be placed upon the integrity of the 
public the records of litigation—and especially the 
annals of the Incumbered Estates Court in Ireland, and 
its successor—but too conclusively show. Not to go 
back beyond the most recent and, perhaps, most flagrant 
instance, the purchaser who could rely on the defence 
which succeeded in Re Tottenham's Estate (I. R. 3 
Eq. 528) would hardly have hesitated to accom- 
plish the same object by active fraud.* But if owners 
of equitable estates or interests were allowed to 
register them by way of incumbrance all this diffi- 
culty would be avoided, and we cannot see any reason 
why such interests should be more difficult of re- 
gistration, or more objectionable as complicating title 
than the mortgage and leasehold interests the registration 
of which is expressly provided for. We agree that the 
record of title proper ought simply to show the freehold 
estates for the time being subsisting at law; but all in- 
cumbrances, whether by way of lease, mortgage, or other- 
wise, must be in some way referred to, and we cannot 
see why such references might not include any existing 
equitable interests, except where the legal owner was 
also the donee of an absolutely discretionary power of 
sale. Asin such case the cestut que trust would, in the 
absence of fraud, have nc right to interfere with the sale, 
there would be no reason why he should be noticed at 
all upon the register, 

Another point which requires, as it seems to us, con- 
siderably more care than appears to have been bestowed 
upon it, is the nature and effect of a land certificate. 
This “land certificate” is an adaptation from Lord 
Westbury’s Act, and although, as introduced into 
this Bill, it is not open to all the objections which 





“® It is to be noted that the | provisions of section 141 do not 
apply to this case, but are confined to judicial sales and certified 





titles. 
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all but nullified its operation there, we do not think 
that all the difficulties which may reasonably be 
anticipated have been sufiiciently provided against. 
The land certificate is, by the 65th section, to be 
a transcript of the record of title, and it must, there- 
fore, contain all the references to incumbrances, &c., which 
appear upon such record. It is, moreover (section 72), 
rendered equivalent to all the title deeds for the purpose 
of giving a security by deposit, and the power of fraudu- 
lent double deposit, left open by Lord Westbury’s Act, 
has been (by the same section) taken away. Such a de- 
posit will, however, be surrounded by difficulties similar 
to those which are found to interfere with the use for the 
like purpose of conveyances from the Landed Estates 
Court in Ireland, viz., that there are no adequate means of 
discovering the provisions of deeds and other charges re- 
ferred to therein, and thus that which seems on the face 
of it to confer an indefeasible title may turn out not 
worth the parchment it is written on.* 

There are other minor provisions of the Bill which will 
require careful examination before they are ultimately 
sanctioned, but we prefer to defer our remarks about 
them until the Bill is about to considered in committee. 





UNANIMITY OF JURIES. 


It is said that a meeting of the Judges has pronounced 
against any alteration of the law with respect to the 
necessity for an unanimous verdict. The question 
is one as to which there seems to be a good deal to be 
urged on both sides. There is a simplicity which 
strikes the mind as savouring of barbarous and primi- 
tive times in compelling a certain number of persons to 
solemnly renounce all claim to the divine protection 
if they decide contrary to their consciences and then 
forcing them to come to an unanimous conclusion. It is 
found in modern times that this cinnot practically be 
insisted on, and consequently after a certain time the jury, 
if unable to agree, are discharged. But then the question 
arises whether this is expedient or even just as regards 
the parties. In criminal cases it may fairly be said that 
inasmuch as there is rightly a strong presumption in 
favour of innocence, it is not too much to require that the 
prisoner's guilt should be brought home to the minds of 
twelve persons of average capacity beyond the possibility 
of a reasonable doubt, and that if it cannot be so clearly 
shown as to effect this it would hardly be safe to convict ; 
but the same principle is admitted not to apply to civil 
actions. ‘There is no such strong presumption there to 
be made on one side or the other, and it is admitted that 
the jury are bound to act on the balance of probabilities : 
does it not equally follow that justice is bound to act on 
a balance of opinion among those who are charged to 
decide the case’ The contrary opinion would seem to 
be based on the assumption that the same evidence 
ought, on adequate consideration, to produce the same 
conclusion in all reasonable minds. It is obvious that 
this isnot so. In cases where highly-trained and widely- 
experienced intellects, like those of judges, have to judge 
of facts, it constantly happens that the same evidence 
produces diametrically opposite conclusions. The Slade 
case, in which the Court of Exchequer was equally di- 











* We have lately seen a conveyance from the Landed Estates 
Court of a property in the North of Ireland, stated, on the 
face of it, to be subject to the “ reservations” contained in two 
deeds therein specified, one of which was dated in the reign of 
Elizabeth, the other in the reign of George I., neither of them 
having, so far as appeared, ever been actedupon. The purchaser 
had no means of discovering or recording the contents of these 
deeds, as they did not form part of the title deeds produced at the 
sale, and no document whatever, other than his éonveyauce, was 
handed over to him: nevertheless, more than fifteen years after 
his purchase, his devisee discovered that the reservation in one of 
these deeds—being a right of unrestricted mining without pay- 
ing surface compensation—amounted to a re-entry upon the 
whole estate, but this was only discovered when the representa- 
tive of the original grantor proceeded, minerals having been 
found in the neighbourhood, to destroy the entire surface of the 
estate. 





vided in opinion, and many other celebrated cases, might 
be instanced. It might, perhaps, be irreverent to sug- 
gest that there seems to be no reason why any different 
considerations should apply in cases where judges have to 
decide on questions of fact from those which apply to the 
case of a jury. The idea of locking up the Barons of 
the Exchequer till they agree is obviously ludicrous. 
The truth is, that the only reason why there seems to be 
no idea of absurdity involved in forcing jurymen to the 
same conclusion, when it is notorious that men of unques- 
tioned ability will differ as to conclusions of fact, is, that 
we are accustomed to the practice. The only way in 
which unanimity can be procured, when after due con- 
sideration and discyssion of the facts there is a difference 
of opinion in the jury, is by some sort of compromise, or 
by the minority agreeing to assent to the opinion of the 
majority. Compromises are seldom satisfactory, and 
many instances will occur to everyone familiar with the 
subject in which juries have returned verdicts approxi- 
mating to absolute inconsistency on different issues in the 
same case. In the case of the minority giving way the 
same result is in reality attained as if the law allowed 
the verdict of the majority to be taken, with the excep- 
tion that the form would then correspond with the 
reality. 


On the other hand, it must be admitted that there is 
one very weighty and substantial argument against 
taking the verdict of a majority, although it may be a 
question whether conditions might not be devised which 
would meet this argument. If it were allowed that the 
jury should individually form their opinions, and then the 
verdict of the majority should forthwith prevail, all the 
advantages would be lost which result from the discussion 
of the subject by the jury as a whole with a view to 
agreeing on aconclusion. As it is now, the individual 
juryman is forced to listento reason, andto give weight to 
the opinion of his fellows. The sounder view may be 
taken by the minority at first, and there is opportunity 
afforded to them to explain their views to the rest, and, 
if possible, turn the minority into the majority and so 
in time bring round the whole. Each man’s opinion is 
discussed, and each acts on his fellows, and is likewise 
acted on by them; so the result is a product of united 
thought and reasoning, not a mere addition of units of 
isolated judgment. If the opinion of the majority were 
to be immediately admissible, all this would no longer be 
the case. This argument appears to be so strong as to 
be fatal to any proposition that should admit of the 
verdict of a majority being at once receivable. But 
it does not seem impossible that some device might 
be adopted which should continue as far as possible 
the advantages of the old system while obviating 
its mischiefs. Might not a discretion be given to 
the judge as to accepting the decision of a majority 
after the lapse of a sufficient time to exhaust all possi- 
bility of agreement? It does seem extremely doubt- 
ful whether it is really consistent with justice to 
the party in whose favour the majerity is, to dis- 
charge the jury, as is now done, thus causing all the 
expenses of the trial to be thrown away. Could it be 
argued that if one member of a Court in Banc was of a 
different opinion as to a point of law or a point of fact 
arising on a special case from that of the others, therefore 
-no judgment should be given? One is at a loss to see 
the difference between this case and that of ajury. The 
truth seems to be that the key-stone of the logical arch 
upon which the necessity for an unanimous verdict rested 
was taken out by the introduction of greater laxity in 
the way of discharging juries that could not agree. It is 
obviously justand expedient that the tribunal charged with 
determining aquestion should be obliged to give some deci- 
sion between the parties. If they do not it is a denial of 
justice, and when the practice of forcing the jury to 
unanimity by starvation is abandoned because it is seen 
to be monstrous and inconsistent with experience, the 
logical consequence is that, with due safeguards, the 
verdict of the majority should be admitted. 
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Many other arguments of more or less weight may be 
urged against dispensing with unanimity, but none seem 
to be so weighty as that already dealt with. It will be 
said that the parties will not be so much disposed to rest 
satisfied with the verdict of a bare majority—that mo- 
tions for new trials will be more frequent, and so forth. 
This would, no doubt, be so, if the verdict of the ma- 
jority were to be lightly taken in cases where delibera- 
tion would probably have produced unanimity. But in 
cases where, after due lapse of time, the difference 
proves irreconcileable, it is obvious that, under the pre- 
sent system, a new trial is necessary. There is, more- 
over, no reason why the Judges should not display the 
same admirable firmness in refusing to allow the ver- 
dict of a majority to be set aside, where they cannot see 
their way to the conclusion that it is perverse or im- 
proper, as they do now in the case of unanimous ver- 
dicts. The cases to be met are not ordinary cases in 
which a jury, though they know they will be ultimately 
discharged if they differ, do now generally come to an 
unanimous verdict: but cases in which the jury, after 
being locked up as long as the judge thinks it right to 
keep them locked up, will not agree. The question is, 
in such cases, what is right to the parties and in the in- 
terests of justice—to discharge them, and thus admit the 
neompetence of the tribunal to do justice at all, or to 
iake the best conclusion that, under the circumstances, 
it could arrive at—viz., the verdict of the majority. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
Tue Apportionment Act, 1870. 

Jones v. Ogle, L.C., 21 W. R. 236, L. R. 8 Ch. 192. 

This case is noteworthy as containing some remarks by 
the Lord Chancellor on the object of the recent Appor- 
tionment Act. By the deed of a private trading company 
it was provided that the accounts of the partnership 
should be made up in January or February in each~year, 
and the profits ascertained, and that such “ dividends” 
should be made among the partners as two named part- 
ners should direct. In deciding that these “ dividends” 
did not come within the Act, the Lord Chancellor said 
that “the real object of the statute was to obliterate 
technical distinctions between different kinds of fixed 
income recurring from time to time at stated periods, 
upon which, on account of their nature, those in receipt 
of income would rely for their maintenance and their 
ordinary arrangements in life;’’ and he spoke of “ trading 
partnerships and other kinds of business which pay what 
may be called dividends, but are really payments of an 
, entirely different nature, and do not proceed upon the 
basis of a fixed income recurring from time to time.” 
His Lordship further said, referring to section 5 of ,the 
Act, that the Legislature thought fit to make the divi- 
dends of trading or other public companies apportionable, 
even though they might be declared at variable times, 
“ because it was known that the shares of such companies 
were in the nature of investments for the production of 
ordinary income.” Finally, his Lordship said of the 
words of section 2, which speaks of “rents, annuities, 
dividends, and other periodical payments in the nature of 
income,” that these must be “ payments which are made 
periodically, recurring at fixed times, not at variable 
periods, nor in the exercise of the discretion of one or 
more individuals, but from some antecedent obligation ; 
and further, they must be in the nature of income, that is, 
coming in from some kind of investment, as in the other 
cases with which the Act deals.”’ 

Some of these remarks may, perhaps, at first sight, and 
upon consideration merely of the words of the recent 
Act, appear to be rather bold statements of the intention 
of the Legislature. On referring, however, to the old 
Act, 4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 22, which, it must be observed, is 
recited in the preamble to the recent Act, expressions 





will be found which seem to fully warrant the Lor@ 
Chancellor's observations. The preamble, for instance, 
to the old Act contains the following paragraph :— 
“ Whereas by law, rents, annuities, and other payments 
due at fixed or stated periods are not apportionable 
(unless express provision be made for the purpose), from 
which it often happens that persons (and their represen- 
tatives) whose income is wholly or principally derived 
from these sources, by the determination thereof before 
the period of payment arrives, are deprived of means to 
satisfy just demands,” &c. 





COMMON LAW. 
Mistake 1n WI. 
Harter v. Harter, Prob., 21 W. R. 341. 


The testator meant, it seems, to leave all his persona¥ 
residue equally among his sons, and in the memorandum 
made by his solicitor of the instructions given by him, 
the word “residue” stood alone. But by an error the 
will was drawn up so as to dispose in the prescribed 
manner of “ the residue and remainder of my real estate.” 
The word real was inserted in the place of personal ; but, 
nevertheless, the draft was, in the words of the testator, 
“carefully perused” by him, altered in parts, and exe- 
cuted without the mistake being discovered. Could the 
will be amended by inserting the words “ and personal,” 
or leaving out the word “real”? The latter course was 
the most plausible, because it seemed to alter the least, 
and also to bring the case within the instances when 
probate has been refused to particular clauses in wills, 
which have been inserted without instructions and by 
mere mistake or fraud (Allen v. Macpherson, 1 H. L. C. 
191; Jn the Goods of Duane, 2 Sw. & T. 590). But 
Sir J. Hannen distinguished this case on the ground that 
here the limitation was inserted in pursuance of the 
testator’s direction, and in language which, though inap- 
propriate, was in fact “adopted” by him. “If,” said the 
learned judge “tie power now sought to be applied to 
this will were to be adopted, the Court of Probate will in 
future be asked, first to ascertain by extrinsic evidence 
what the testator’s intention was, and then to expunge 
such words or phrases as being removed, will leave a 
residuum carrying out the intention of the testator in the 
particular case, though different in form, and possibly in 
legal effect, from that which the testator or his advisers 
intended.” This is a most valuable exposition of the 
law, which would only be weakened by further comment ; 
and we will only add that in pronouncing this decision, 
Sir J. Hannen referred to, and relied on, the case of 
Guardhouse v. Blackburn (14 W. R 463, L. R. 1 P. & D. 
109), when Sir J. Wilde refused with equal firmness to 
extend further the practice of allowing parol evidence to 
modify the contents of a testator’s will. 





CrimrvaAL PLeapine. 


Heyman v. The Queen, Q. B., 21 W. R. 357, L. R. 8 
Q. B. 102. 

It is worth while to notice this case for the sake 
of the general principle which it lays down as to 
criminal pleading. The defendant (who having been 
convicted brought error) was indicted for a conspiracy to 
commit an offence against the Debtors Act, 1869, the 
contemplated offence being the fraudulent removal of 
property to the amount of £10. The indictment stated 
that a petition was afterwards, and within four months, 
presented against the defendant, but it was not alleged 
in express terms that the conspiracy was to remove the 
goods in contemplation of an adjudication. It was how- 
ever held, contrary to the view which had been sometimes 
stated,that “wherethereisaquestion of pleading at common 
law, there is no distinction between the pleadings in civil cases 
and criminal cases;” and the Court accordingly applied 
the rule that “where an averment which is necessary 
for the support of the pleading is imperfectly stated, and 
the verdict on an issue involving that averment is found, 
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if it appears to the Court after verdict that the verdict 
could not have been found on this issue without proof of 
this averment, then, after verdict, the defective aver- 
ment, which might have been bad on demurrer, is cured 
by the verdict,” Here, therefore, the fact of contempla- 
tion of adjudication being considered to have been ne- 
cessarily found by the jury as part of their verdict, the 
averment was supplied. 








NOTES. 





At last we have a practical suggestion as to the constitu- 
tion of a Tribunal of Commerce. At a meeting held at the 
Guildhall on Tuesday last, Mr. Alderman Cotton suggested 
that a Tribunal of Commerce for the City of London might 
be fitly composed of forty-two persons in all, representing 
six of its well recognized centres, viz.—the Banking 
community, the members of Lloyd’s, the Stock Exchange, 
the Baltic Coffee House, Commercial Sale Rooms, and the 
’ Scientific Societies and other public bodies, each section 
returning seven members. Another speaker thought that 
in addition to the public bodies indicated by the chairman 
as fit to be represented in a Tribunal of Commerce for the 
City of London, recourse might well be had to the Livery 
Companies, who had all along possessed the power of 
settling disputes among their members. There seems to 
be but one suggestion requisite to perfect this admirable 
scheme for the constitution of a Court of Law. Should 
not the Court be “leavened” with a vestryman “ ele- 
ment” ? 





The Select Committee appointed to inquire into the 
working of the Irish Jury system have reported that the 
rating qualification for jurors fixed by the Juries Act of 
1871, has placed on the jurors’ books the names of persons 
who are not qualified in pcint of intelligence to serve as 
jurors. And they recommend that the amount of property 
qualification for common jurors in counties at large, in 
respect of premises which do not appear on the rate book 
to be situated in any city, town, or village, should be 
raised; that the amount of property qualification for 
special jurors in counties at large, in respect of premises 
not situate in towns, should be raised ; that persons unable 
to read or write the English language should be exempted 
from serving on juries, and that a judge should have the 
power of excusing a juror from serving in his court. The 
committee further recommend that a Bill containing 
provisions of the character before suggested, but temporary 
aud limited in its duration, should be at once introduced. 





In delivering judgment in a case recently heard before 
the Irish Court of Bankruptcy and Iusolvency, Judge 
Harrison remarked that the great difference between the 
administration of bankruptcy law in England and Ireland 
consisted in the existence of the official assignees in Ireland 
In that respect he could only say the Irish practice was 
infinitely superior to the English, and he was fortified in 
that opinion by the testimony of one. of the greatest mas- 
ters of bankruptcy law, Lord Westbury. The costs and 
expenses in bankruptcy estates in Ireland seldom exceeded 
16 or 17 per cent., while in England people would be very 
glad if they could be kept under 40 per cent. That, he 
believed, was owing to the admirable administration of the 
official assignees in Ireland, who were gentlemen of the 
highest character, and eminently qualified to discharge 
the duties entrasted to them. 








Tae Irish Jury Act.—A curious instance of the social 
status of some of the special jurors summoned under the 
new Jury Act was, it is stated, afforded on Wednesday. 
At the weekly meeting of the North Dublin Poor-law 
Guardians, the wife of one of the jurors, at present trying 
that important cause celebre, O' Keeffe v. Cardinal Cullen, in 
the Court of Queen’s Bench, applied for out-door relief 
during the temporary stoppage of her husband’s wages as 
a car-driver,—TZhe Hour. 


The Albany Law Journal says that during the past year 


REVIEWS 


A Treatise on the Law of Trade-Marks and Trade-Nam s, 

including Foreign Laws applicable to British Trade-Marks. 

By Henry Luptow, M.A., late Fellow of St. John’s 
College, Cambridge, and of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at- 

Law ; and Henry Jenxyns, M.A., of Balliol College, Ox- 

ford, and of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law, Assistant 

Parliamentary Counsel. London: William Maxwell & 
Son. 1873. 

In this treatise of eighty-six pages, with an appendix, 

Mr. Ludlow and Mr. Jenkyns have managed to analyse and 
discuss the whole law relating to the important subject of 
trade-marks aud trade-names. 

For a long period it was thought that the interference of 
the Courts in cases of counterfeiting trade-marks was 
based on the ground of fraud ; and it was not until a very 
recent time that the Court of Chancery expressly treated 
the right to a trade-mark as a species of property. The 
question, therefore, of the exact nature of such a right is a 
very important one ; and the authors have addressed them- 
selves to it with great earnestness. They are not satisfied 
with the word “property” as denoting the right, but 
greatly prefer the term jus in rem. A jus in rem is a right 
good against all mankind, and we must confess that to de- 
scribe such a right the word “property” is quite good 
enough for us. Whether the right, however, be property 
or a jus in rem, it seems quite clear that the true basis for 
an action or suit is not fraud, but the infringement of a 
right, and that this is so the authors very ably show to be 
proved even by the cases at common law, where the notion 
that fraudisthe ground of theaction has never been judicially 
abandoned. After discussing the civil remedies at law for 
infringement, the book proceeds to treat of the remedy by 
indictment. No reference appears to be made to the 
question whether an infringer can be indicted for obtaining 
money under false pretences. In the case of Meg. v. Gray 
and Gosling, mentioned by Mr. Edward Lloyd in his Treatise 
on the Law of Trade Marks (p. 11), Mr. Justice Willes 
expressed a clear opinion that such an indictment could be 
sustained. 

In addition to the subjects to which we have already 
alluded, the book contains chapters on the remedy in 
Chancery, “ What is a trade-mark ?”, the acquisition and 
transfer of trade-marks, infringement, special trade- 
marks such as those of the cutlers in Hallamshire, and 
the protection afforded to British trade-marks in foreign 
countries. The appendix contains the Merchandise Marks 
Act, 1862, the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1872, 
and certain foreign laws as to trade-marks applicable for 
the protection of British subjects. In a subsequent edition 
the authors will no doubt give a translatiop of the French 
and Italian Laws, instead of or in addition to the original 
texts now given by them. 

On the whole, the treatise, short as it is, seems to us to 
be sufficient and complete. Its conciseness, however, 
makes it sometimes rather difficult to understand. There 
is room for amplification, but not much for addition. The 
authors, in fact, have laid ‘ broad bases’’ for a most value 
able work on the subject they have chosen, and we hope 
soon to welcome their second edition in a larger and more 
imposing form. 





Instructions for preparing Abstracts of Titles, after the most 
improved system of eminent conveyancers ; to which is added 
a collection of precedents. By Henry Moore. Esq. Third 
edition. Wildy & Sons. 1873. 


A long time has elapsed since the last edition of this 
book was published, and for many years it has been out of 
print. The author has availed himself of the issue of the 
new edition to add considerably to his work, which now 
contains a very complete collection of precedents of ab- 
stracts of title, prefaced by instructions on every point re- 
lating to the preparation of these documents. 








The prize given by the Lord Chancellor for the encourage- 
ment of the study of law in the evening classes at King’s 
College, London, during the winter session of 1872-73 has 
been awarded to Mr. Arthur Yates, student of Lincoln’s 





three treatises on the civil law were published in Japan. 


Inn, 








575 





May 24,1873. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & RwPORTER. 





COURTS. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Registrar BrovcHam. ) 
May 9.—Re Bennett. 

The Court of Bankruptcy has power, in the case of a debtor 
who has filed a petition for liquidation by arrangement, to 
restrain proceedings under an award of the arbitrator duly 
appointed by the European Society Arbitration Act, 1872, not- 
withstanding the 21st section of that Act. 

This was an application for an order to continue an in- 
junction restraining Samuel Lowell Price and John Young, 
the joint official liquidator of the European Assurance 
Society, from proceeding under an award of Lord Westbury, 
the arbitrator duly appointed by the European Society 
Arbitration Act, 1872. 

By the Act Lord Westbury was appointed the arbitrator 
for settling the affairs of the European Society and all 
absorbed and scheduled companies. The British Nation 
Life Assurance Association was one of the amalgamated 
companies, and was scheduled inthe Act. Mr. Bennett, the 
applicant, was a contributory to both the European Society 
and the British Nation. 

By the 4th section of the said Act it was provided that 
the matters thereby referred comprised ‘“ the relative 
rights, liabilities, and interests of the several absorbed and 
scheduled companies on the one hand and of their respec- 
tive creditors and the shareholders, and contributories on 
the other hand,” and by sub-section C the claims of the 
companies against “ any person” were also referred. 

By section 9 the jurisdiction of the arbitrator was 
defined, and by section 21 it was provided as follows :—All 
awards, orders, certificates, or other instruments made by 
or proceeding from the arbitrator shall be binding and con. 
clusive on all the parties and persons, to all intents and 
purposes whatsoever, and shall not be removed or remov- 
able by certiorari or by other writ or process into any of 
her Majesty’s Courts of Law or Equity, and the proceedings 
and acts of the arbitrator shall not be liable to be interfered 
with by any Court of Law or Equity by way of mandamus, 
prohibition, injunction, or otherwise,” &c. 

The applicant in his affidavit stated that on the 21st 
April he received a letter from the solicitors acting for the 
joint official liquidator of the two companies informing 
him that they had received an order from the arbitrator to 
levy on his goods for £236 12s. 6d., with interest and costs. 
He thereupon filed a petition for liquidation by arrange- 
ment or composition under sections 125 and 126 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and a receiver was appointed and 
an interim injunction granted restraining the official 
liquidator from putting the order in force. 

R. Griffiths, in support of the application, referred to the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, sections 11, 13, 32, 125, 126, rule 260. 

Bagley, for the official liquidator, relied upon the terms 
of the European Society Arbitration Act, 1872. 

Mr. Register Perys,—I have no hesitation in saying 
that I think this injunction ought to be continued. It 
appears to me that although a private Act of Parliament 
has been referred to which defines the duties and powers 
of the arbitrator appointed thereunder, and provides that 
the proceedings or acts of the arbitrator shall not be inter- 
fered with by any Court of Law or Equity, it is implied 
only that the arbitrator shall not be interfered with in 
the exercise of his functions by auy other Court either of 
Common Law or Equity. But, having discharged the 
duties appertaining to his office, it appears to me that he 
is functus officio, and I think the Court of Bankruptcy is in 
precisely the same position and has precisely the same 
power it always possessed of preventing a creditor from 
establishing a preferential claim or sweeping off the 
whole of the assets to the exclusion of the other creditors, 
I think it would be a monstrous thing to say that the offi- 
cial liquidator of a bankrupt company in which the debtor 
was a shareholder can take the whole of the assets and 
leave trade creditors unsatisfied. I cannot hold that by 
the 21st section of the Arbitration Act referred to, the 
ordinary course of proceedings in bankruptcy and the law 
of bankruptcy are superseded. The debt of the official 
liquidator is proveable in bankruptcy, and is no more than 
a judgment debt. There is this point, also, that upon the 








presentation of a petition for liquidation the property 
ceases to be any longer the property of the debtor, and 
supposing there shall be a resolution passed for liquidation 
by arrangement it vests in the trustee, and, as I am 
reminded by Mr. Griffiths, there is by the 11th section a 
relation back of the title of the trustee to the presentation 
of the petition. In the event of no resolution for liquida- 
tion being passed, then the rights of the official 
liquidator wiil revive. The injunction will therefore only 
be continued until after the meeting for the appointment 
of trustee, but I must hold certainly that this official 
liquidator has no higher title than any other creditor in 
baukruptcy. 

Solicitors for the official liquidator, Mercer & Mercer. 

Solicitors for the debtor, Cattlin. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Fusion. 

Sir,—When I last addressed you on this subject I cer- 
tainly intended to maintain complete silence for the future 
but the mention you make of me in your last article 
compels me to break this resolation. That article has also 
convinced me that I must have expressed myself ina sin- 
gnlarly infelicitous manner. 

There is not the smallest divergence between what Mr. 
Hemming (in the letter you refer to) represents and what 
I represented—or thought I had represented—as the views 
of the Equity Bar on this question, although, as might have 
been expected, there appears to be some difference of 
Opinion in matters of detail. Different statements are 
made in the different letters referred to, as matter of 
inducement ; but in substance, the only thing which will be 
found to be insisted upon, either- in the protests of the 
Equity Bar, the pamphlet recently published by Mr. Hem- 
ming, his letter to the Times, or my letters to you, may be 
shortly stated thus—No Divisional Court without an Equity 
Judge. All else is ‘open ground.” JI think that this 
object can be effected without requiring more than five 
Equity Judges ; becanse I think that there could be no 
occasion for Divisional Courts to sit more than four days a 
week, and that two days a week would be ample to enable 
five Judges to do all the work in Court* which would be 
thrown upon them sitting singly. You think that they 
would not be able to attend the Divisional Courts (forgetting 
that this is to be made their first duty) by reason of the 
stress of administrative functions (which are ex hypothest 
to be made subordinate). Mr. Hemming seems to think 
that eight—or, if your reading of his letter he the right 
one, that eleven—Judges would be necessary. The Bar 
protests say merely ‘an adequate namber.”+ Solvatur 
ambulando. Start with five, and if they prove too few for 
the work, appoint more ; but make it a condition, whatever 
the number may be, that one of them shall form a part 
of every Divisionl Court. 

Again, Mr. Hemming accepts from the Bill, without 
comment, the idea that the ordinary administrative busi- 
ness of the Court of Chancery is to be separated from the 
general litigious business of the Courtsand assigned to one 
Division ; which would, of course, consist exclusively of 
Equity Judges, because there would be no Common Law 
work to be done by it. You expressly approve of this 
arrangement, for reasons which I need not again discuss. 
Ithink it would involve a waste of judicial force, but in 
other respects am perfectly indifferent on the point. 
Surely this is no divergence between me and Mr. Hemming ; 
and surely it does not warrant your statement in last 
week’s Journal that “the precise point of difference’’ 
between you and me is, “ whether it is better that the 
existing Equity Judges should form a Division by them- 
selves or be distributed among the various Divisions of the 
Court.” The precise point in difference is, whether it is 
necessary, as “the price of fusion,” that the existing 





* I have not entered into any question of the improvement 
of Chamber practice, which would necessitate a great increase 
of Judicial power, whether in connection with fusion or not.— 


. E. M. j 
+ No one but yourself has ever hinted at, or imagined, any 
removal of any of the existing Common Law J otherwise 
than by promotion to the Court of Appeal.—A. E. M. 
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Common Law Judges should be left to “ learn on the Bench” 
as best they can the Equitable Jurisprudence they are to be 
calledupon to administer, without any aid from their Equity 
brethren ; or whether it is advisable, in order that fusion 
should not be bought too dear, to provide them with proper 
assistance in this respect. Once more, solvatur ambulando.» 
Let the Equity Judges, if it be desired, be kept in a Division 
by themselves, subject to be called upon to sit with the 
Judges of other Divisions whenever they form a Divisional 
Court ; and let this plan be persevered in unless, as will 
probably be the case, it proves too irksome and cumbrous 
to work. We are perfectly indifferent as to how it is 
done, provided only it is rendered impossible for any Court 
to sit in Banco composed exclusively of Common Law 
Judges. 

The note which you say you “observe with surprise” 
refers to the concluding paragraph of your article of the 
8rd instant. I read that paragraph as treating our 
letters as a “demand” for something for the Equity Bar ; 
and though I accept without hesitation the statement that 
it was not so intended, I am unable to arrive at its true 
construction ;* but I am glad to be reassured on this head. 

ALEx. Ep, MILLER. 


Tue IncorporatED Law Society. 

Sir,—Under this heading in your last issue you discuss 
the notices given by members on the subject of new bye- 
laws, and among them mine. My object in addressing this 
letter to you is to correct a mistake you have made, and to 
remove the misimpression occasioned thereby. My notice 
as tosubstituting the word ‘‘seven’’ for ‘‘ten” refers to 
bye-law 25, not proposed bye-law 25. The 25th bye-law 
deals with the qualification for membership of the 
Council ; with this only does my notice deal. As regards 
your criticism on my supposed notice, I quite agree with 
your remarks. While writing I will point ont that you 
are in error in stating that members may mect when, and 
discuss what, they like—sce bye-laws 61 and 62. 

é CHARLES Forp. 

Howard-street, W.C., May 20. 

[As the other notices referred to the new bye-laws we 
presumed that this one did also, there not having been any 
reasonable doubt that the old bye-laws would be super- 
seded. Mr. Ford’s proposal now appears to be that the 
qualification for a member of Council should be seven 
instead of ten years’ standing. We doubt the advisability 
of the change, having regard to the duties which devolve 
on the Council, and, in particular, those of examination. 
We adhere to our opinion that thereis no need for Mr. Ford’s 
proposed new bye-law; the bye-laws to which he refers 
have reference to the use of the hall only, but there are, 
at least, three other rooms in the institution eligible for 
and frequently used as places of assemblage, and we believe 
the Council have never refused the use of one or other of 
these rooms un application.—Ed. S. J.] 





Sir,—I have just returned from the meeting of the In- 
corporated Law Society, convened to discuss the proposed 
amendments to the bye-laws. 

The “pros and cons,” which had become wearisome to 
every one, were gone over again by Mr. Lewis and Mr. 
Finch, and the members present at the meeting (every one 
of whom previously had made up his mind which way he 
was going to vote) were anxious to get away to their avo- 
cations; cries of “ Divide” were heard when Mr. Finch 
sat down. These cries became louder and more impor- 
tunate as time went on, until at last the place was a per- 
fect ‘‘bear-garden.” The meeting wanted to divide, but 
the Chairman would not put the question. Then a 
gentleman moved “the previous question ’—viz., ‘‘ That 
the question be now put,” which was seconded and 
received with acclamation. But the Chairman would not 
put it, ncr would he answer the mover who appealed to 
him to pat that question at once, so as to save the time of 
the meeting. 

* Perhaps I may have been the more readily misled on this 
point by the appearance, simultaneously with your article, of a 
letter signed “ ‘Templar’? (but which I trust, for the honour of 
the profession, was not written by a barrister), in which the 
letters in question are spoken of asa “ trade circular.”—A. E. M 








The tempestuous scene which followed was attributable, 
in my opinion, entirely to the mode adopted by the 
Chairman of conducting the business, 

Mens. Inc. Law Socrgry, 

London, May 21. 
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PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


May 16.—Pollution of Rivers Bill.—The Duke of North- 
umberland moved the second reading of this Bill.—The 
Marquis of Salisbury pointed out that the Bill enacted 
the imposition of heavy penalties on any person who caused 
or permitted any “ polluting liquid”’ to flow into a river. 
There were very few of their lordships who had not a 
ditch, and all persons who had ditches would do well to 
look to one of the definitions which clause 6 in this Bill 
gave of a polluting liquid:—“‘ Any liquid which exhibits 
by daylight adistinct colour when a stratum of one inch 
deep is placed in a white porcelain or earthenware 
vessel.” —After some debate the Bill was read a second 
time. 

Railway and Canal Trafie Bill.—On the report of amend- 
ments made in this Bill ih Committee, the Marquis of 
Ripon proposed to insert clause 20 after clause 14, with this 
addition to the former clause :—*‘ Any decision of the Com- 
mission under this section shall be binding on all Courts 
and in all legal proceedings whatsoever.” The amend- 
ment was agreed to, as were also several formal amend- 
ments, and one in clause 26, the object of which was to pre- 
vent appeals being carried first to one and then to another 
Court, or Division of the Supreme Court. 

May 19.—King Edward's School, Birmingham.—The 
Marquis of Salisbury moved that an address be presented 
to her Majesty, praying that her Majesty will withhold her 
assent from the scheme of the Endowed Schools Commis- 
sioners relating to the Free Grammar School of Kiag 
Edward the Sixthin Birmingham. He said that the Act 
relating to the Endowed School Commissioners was passed 
on the clear understanding that well managed schools 
would not be interfered with, and that the intention of 
founders that their schools should be Church of England 
schools would be respected, ‘This understanding he main- 
tained was contravened by the scheme. Another objection 
to the scheme was that it contained a proposition for the 
removal of the school from its present site.—The Marquis 
of Ripon expressed his dissent from the understanding 
alleged by the last speaker.—After several speeches the 
motion was agreed to. 

The Superannuation Act Amendment Bill 
third time and passed. 

The Railway and Canal Trafic Bill was read a third 
time and passed. 

May 20.—Sites for Places of Worship.—Lord Hatherley, in 
moving the second reading of this Bill, said its object 
was to enable owners of property, and especially owners 
having a limited interest, to make over pieces of ground 
not exceeding an acre in extent for places of public worship. 
Lord Cairns said the object of the measure was good, 
but the Bill itself was full of imperfections.—The Bill was 
read a second time. 

The Fairs Bill was read a second time. 

Public Worship Facilities Bill—The Ear] of Carnarvon 
explained that, through oversight and inadvertence, this 
Bill had come under the operation of the new Standing 
Order that a Bill from the other House should not be 
proceeded with if no one took it up within twelve sitting 
days. He moved the suspension of the Standing Order 
No. 34a, for the purpose of allowing the Bill to be pro- 
ceeded with.—After some discussion the motion was 


agreed to. 








was read a 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

May 16.—Peace Preservation (Ireland) Bill—This Bill 
passed through Committee. 

May 19.—Conveyancing (Scotland) Btl/.—The House 
went into Committee on this Bill, and the clauses up 
to clause 10 were agreed to, and the Committee reported 
progress. 
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The County Authorities (Loans) Bill was read a third 
time. 

Landlord and Tenant (Ireland).—Mr. Heron brought 
in a Bill bearing upon the relations between landlords and 
tenants in Ireland. 

May 21.—Contagious Diseases Acts Repeal (1866-9) Bil. 
—Mr. W. Fowler moved the second reading of this Bill. 
He contended that both in their physical and moral results 
the Acts were a failure.—Sir J. Pakington moved that the 
Bill be read a second time this day six months. He main. 
tained, from the reports of the three Parliamentary inqui- 
ries, that the moral results of the Acts had been most im- 
portant, and their sanitary advantages he held to be proved 
beyond all doubt.—Mr. J. D. Lewis seconded the amend- 
ment.—Mr. Bruce said he was so convinced of the be- 
neficial results of the Acts that he could not consent to 
their repeal—On a division, the second reading was 
negatived by 251 to 128. 

The Municipal Corporations (Evidence) Bill went through 
Committee. 

Grand Jury Presentments (Ireland).—Mr. Heron brought 
in a Bill to amend an Act passed in a session held in the 
6th and 7th years of the reign of William 4, c. 116. 


May 22.—Judicature Bill.—Mr. Gladstone said that the 
second reading of the Judicature Bill, which had been fixed for 
Monday next, would not, in deference to communications 
received from several hon. members, be taken until Monday, 
the 9th of June; and, as it had been a long time before the 
House, it would, be hoped, be discussed in Committee as 
soon after as possible. 

The Rating (Liability and Value) Bill.—On the order of 
the day for the second reading of this Bill, Mr. Cawley 
moved that it be read a second time upon this day six 
months, He remarked on the absence of any definition 
of mines and of the mode of rating timber, and complained 
of the unsatisfactory machinery for rating Government 
property.—Mr. Stansfeld_ replied that mines were already 
~— defined by the law, and the method of valuing woods 
was thoroughly understood. After much debate the amend- 
ment was withdrawn and the Bill read a second time. 

Public Prosecutors.— Mr. Bruce brought in a Bill for the 
appointment of public prosecutors. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


A special general meeting of the members of this society 
was held on Wednesday last in the Great Hall, at the Law 
Institution, Chancery-lane, for the purpose of repealing or 
altering the existing bye-laws, enacting new bye-laws, or 
amending proposed new bye-laws. The meeting was very 
numerously attended, and Mr. Nelson (the President) oc- 
cupied the chair. 

Before commencing the formal business of the meeting, 

Mr. LonepourneE inquired whether there was any foun. 
dation for the statement which had been made in print that 
the Council had taken steps with a view to facilitate the 
admission of Mr. Edwin James as an attorney and solicitor, 
by dispensing with the preliminary exnmivation, and 
whether the council intended to take accion to prevent Mr 
James’s admission. 

The CHarrMAN said he was not aware that the prelimi- 
nary examination had been dispensed with, nor was he 
aware of the necessity of such a step in the case of a per- 
son who had once been a barrister. The question had 
been the subject of correspondence with the secretary 
from members who founded complaints upon the paragraph 
to which Mr. Longbourne had alluded. P 

A Member asked whether the Council could not prevent 
the registration of articles. 

The CHAIRMAN replied, saying he did not know that it 
was competent to the Council to take any action at present. 
When Mr. James came up for his intermediate examina- 
tion, the examiners would deal with the matter. 

The CnatrMan then said the new charter having imposed 
the necessity of some additional bye-laws, the Council had 
had that subject under their consideration. They had 





prepared a set of bye-laws which had been extensively 
circulated. A great many suggestions had been offered 
which the Council had taken into their most attentive con- 





sideration, and with one or two exceptions were prepared 
to adopt them. He therefore proposed to move the adop- 
tion of the bye-laws as amended. 

Mr. C. E. Lewis, M.P., having called attention to what 
he conceived would be an inconvenience in moving the 
adoption of the bye-laws en bloc. 

The CHatrMAN proceeded to put them seriatim. But 
this course was not proceeded with further than the 4th 
bye-law, when 

Mr. Lake moved that the discussion upon the bye-laws 
be adjourned antil Mr. Carpenter’s motion had been 
disposed of ; that being the point upon which the greatest 
interest was likely to be manifested. 

Mr. Finca seconded the proposition, which was unanie 
mously approved. 

Mr. CarpEentrR then moved the following, as an amend- 
ment to the 30th bye-law as proposed by the Council :— 
“ Five of the ten members of the Council going out of 
office on the day of the annual general meeting shall be 
ineligible for re-election for a period of one year. The 
members of the Council may decide amongst themselves 
as to which five of the ten members shall be ineligible. In 
the event of their not doing so, then the five members who 
shall have been longest in office shall be those who shall 
be ineligible for re-election for a period of one year.” He 
said that he and others foresaw that under the bye-law 
as proposed by the Council there would be a continuance 
of the old routine of re-election, because no man of note 
or position would put himself forward in opposition to the 
members retiring. But if his amendment were carried, he 
could say,to a member—there are five vacancies which must 
be filled up; will you allow yourself to be put in nomina- 
tion? Very little difficulty would be found in getting as- 
sent to such a proposal, But if the person to whom 
application were made knew that he must squeeze out 
somebody else before he could enter, he would, doubtless, 
decline, and if he assented very few members would vote 
for him. . It was therefore necessary that a hard and fast 
line should be introduced ; and if it were obligatory that 
five must go out, it would not necessarily follow that five 
of the best men would be excluded, as the Council might 
decide amongst themselves who those five should be. It 
was well known that some members of the Council were 
more frequent in their attendance, and took a greater 
interest in matters than did others, und this might guide 
the Council in their selection. If the majority of members 
were of opinion that the Council should be elected for life, 
he could understand it ; but let them not have the mockery 
of saying one thing and meaning another. No doubt the 
members of the Council were the e/ite of the profession ; 
they were the patricians of their branch of the profession. 
It might, perhaps, appear paradoxical to say they were too 
emiuent to take much interest in questions affecting their 
profession generally. What cared the Chairman whether 
the Common Law business of the London agency offices 
went or not? It wouldbe well to have some men on the 
Council whose business was not confined to managing the 
estates of the nobility, and who understood something of 
Common Law and Bankruptcy. It must not be sup- 
posed that gentlemen so eminent troubled themselves about 
County Court Acts and Bankruptcy The fact was, they 
would not have Common Law business, and therefore 
were not likely to bestir themselves about Acts of 
Parliament dealing with such subjects. He did not com- 
plain of the Council's. acts of commission, but rather of 
its acts of omission. When Bills had been before Par- 
liament they had not taken that deep interest in the 
matter which they should have done. He referred particu- 
larly to the County Courts Act, and to the Imprison- 
ment for Debt Act, section 6, which made it necessary to 
show that the absence of the defendant from England would 
materially prejudice the plaintiff in the prosecution of his 
action. Both Mr. Justice Willes and Mr. Justice Brett 
had told him (Mr. Carpenter) they did not believe the 
Legislature intended the Act to have the effect it had, so 
that they lost the costs of acticns and orders to arrest 
debtors about to abscond. He might call attention to 
section 12 of the new Land Transfer Bill; but the 
members of the Council were so interested in it that no 
doubt it would receive attention. It was proposed that 
the affidavit verifying the title should be made by the 
solicitor, or agent. If “agent” meant any of those 
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persons who were taking away their business, attention 
should be given to the subject. But probably it meant the 
solicitor’s London agent. Again, he would draw attention 
to the present Judicature Bill, by which there were to be 
district registries. He had heard a good deal about the 
Society not taking care of the interests of the country 
solicitors ; but he had often felt that the London agents 
were not cared for. They would have registries all over 
the kingdom ; and he thought there should be a strong 
effort made to abolish that part of the Bill which related 
to district registries. As he had asked Mr. C. E. Lewis 
to second his amendment, he would not further trespass 
upon the patience of the meeting. 

Mr. C. E. Lewis, in seconding the amendment, called 
attention to the fact that the society had an income of about 
£12,000 a year, which was derived from the entire profes- 
sion, whereas its members numbered only one-fourth of 
the profession. Those were startling facts, for which 
there must be some reason. He was happy to say that the 
subject was one to which divers persons of active and in- 
velligent minds had been devoting their attention, so as to 
apply a remedy; and he congratulated his hearers 
upon the very full attendance at the meeting. The 
meetings of the society hitherto had been a scandal 
to the profession. It was, however, the natural 
result of the system under which they existed. It was 
just because he felt it was a scandal that he had taken the 
active part he had done during the past few months, and 
it was a compliment which he felt individually to find 
that they had at last succeeded in attracting attention 
and interest to an institution which lived in a corner, 
which although it existed in the centre of London and had 
a back door as well as a front, seemed to be the only 
institution connected with any one of their great public 
bodies which was universally and generally deserted by its 
constituents. Did he require proof of this, he would say 
it consisted in the fact that they and he had been content 
for many a year never to have their accounts printed and 
submitted to them for examination. He believed he was 
stating a fact when he said that any interest felt either 
by the town or country members as to who was to be 
placed upon the governing body was unknown during the 
history of his own time, at ail events, They had been 
content to see a notice in the corner of the room, and to 
receive a circular, which went probably into the waste 
paper basket; and the recult had been that they had 
received with all the weight, power and influence which the 
document deserved, information that on a given day there 
would be a meeting in Chancery-lane to fill up vacancies, 
and that certain persons were eligible for re-election. Was 
that such life and vigour as ought to exist in an institution 
which should represent 11,000 members, and which was 
composed of 2,500? Was it not rather a sign of sluggish- 
ness and inertness? Such had been the past history of the 
institution, and the members were to blame for it. So 
far from casting any imputation on the gentlemen who 
composed the Council, the members were responsible for 
the state of things which had been produced. ‘Then the 
reformer stepped in, and he ventured to express in 
emphatic language the necessities and requirements of 
the profession, and demanded a remedy. Of course his 
language was analysed, his adjectives were criticised, his 
sincerity perhaps questioned. He had to go through just 
what every other reformer had encountered, whether the 
reform had reference to Church, State, social, or business 
life. But he was happy to know that the profession 
had been aroused to the confession that they had 
been faithless to themselves in the past; that they 
had deserved to have the evil inflicted which unquestion- 
ably had resulted, in reference to many of their rights and 
privileges; and had just been content to assume the position 
put upon them. They had, in fact, reaped as they had 
sown. As regarded the past, there had been no interest 
taken in the question who should be their governors, and, 
in the result, there had been a matter of course re-election 
of the old-standing and outgoing members of the Council. 
With what result? ‘The Jife, the vigour, the energy, which 
at times, at least, they expected to see, were not forth- 
coming, and had not been brought out to advance the 
interests of their profession. Act after Act of Parliament 
had been passed, bearing upon their face the impress of a 
belief on the part of the Legislature that a solicitor was a 
person disqualified for public office; so that those offices 
which, even by custom, had been participated in by 





solicitors had been absorbed by the other branch of the 
profession. He had been once told in that place—We 
are not here for the purpose of keeping open the door 
to certain offices. Inasmuch as they were content to 
let ‘‘ judgment go by default,”’ never so much as lifting 
up a protest against a system which had grown from 
worse to worse, the public would say they had no con- 
fidence in their own intellectual qualifications. As he 
had pointed out on a previous occasion, the Law Society in 
Ireland had protested against this continued absorption of 
public offices by barristers. When he was told that it was of 
no use for the Council of the Law Society to protest, he 
would ask, why it was of no use? ‘They had lost the influence 
they once had, and that was proved upon the occasion when 
the question of the annual certificate was put forward. So 
that now nothing was more hopeless than to attempt to pre- 
sent any solicitor’s grievance to the Legislature ; and this 
state of things would get worse, unless the members of the 
profession did what was in their power to infuse into the 
Council that life and vigour which were essential for the 
maintenance of the interests of their profession. How was 
this to be done? He should be told probably that it was 
proposed to open the door by allowing voting papers. That 
seemed to him to be an aggravation of the existing evil ; 
because they could not expect a man to throw himself, 
Cartius-like, into the gulf. But suppose they found 
some such heroic individual. It would be said—Who 
is Mr, A. who is putting himself up to turn out Mr. 
B.? He had considered the matter very carefully 
and had come to the conclusion that no other remedy 
could bs provided save that proposed. With regard 
to the proposed remedy of paper votes, he ventured 
to say that there would be less inclination to vote 
against an outgoing member of Council, when a man 
had to sign his name than when he had only to hold 
up his hand in that hall. It was desired to open the door 
for one year ; so that if there was a man outside whom it was. 
desired to have inside, it could be done without obnoxious 
attack. It was nota proposition /ur permanent disqualifica- 
tion ; but the disqualification listed only for one year. 
Again, it was not a disqualification of all the retiring mem- 
bers, because it was proposed that if the retiring members 
were ten, the disqualification should only exist quoad one- 
half. Again, it did not involve the disqualification of the 
most worthy and most efficient, but of _the least 
worthy and least efficient. Unless it should be said that the 
members of the Council were such a body that there was no 
difference between them, surely out of every ten retiring 
there must be five better and five worse. Accordingly the 
proposition said :—You, the members, know who are most 
like y to serve with efliciency, and we charge you with 
the responsibility of saying who out of the ten are 
the five who can be best spared. The proposition 
withdrew altogether from the election of members of 
Council, as regarded the retiring members, the entire aspect 
of any personal opposition; and this he conceived to bea 
matter of the greatest importance. There was a marked 
distinction between their case and the case of a bank, or a 
company possessed of the securities and secrets of others, 
which it heldin trust. In the latter case it was a matter of 
duty and honour as regarded the clientele that there should 
not be a needless alteration of the managing body. ‘Lhe 
two cases were wide as the Polesasunder. ‘The Incorporated 
Law Society was a representative institution. It had com- 
mitted to its charge the privileges of a most important body. 
They asked that there should be a real, substantial and con- 
tinually open door for the representation of the mind of the 
profession, as regarded those whom it would elect. That, 
he believed, could be secured in no other way without 
leaving that element of opposition to men which none 
amongst them would be willing to undertake. Therefore, he 
would put the proposition in the naked form—did they or 
did they not desire to see the old system of matter of 
of course re-election of members of Council continued? If 
they did, they would not support Mr. Carpenter's 
amendment. If not, they would; and it appeared to him 
that the proposed remedy was really homceopathic. If 
the proposition were carried, one member would go out, 
and five would become ineligible for re-election for one year 
only, and would be eligible again the next year, and if they 
were the best men the profession would know it, and be glad 
to welcome them back. To say that when they were ence 
out they would not return was absurd; and the old saying 
that there were ‘‘as good fish in the sea as ever came out of 
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it” was applicable in the case under review. He therefore 
put it to the meeting as sensible business men that the 
jae method was the only practical way in which they 
could have a smal! door opened into the Council Chamber; 
and if they desired it, they would vote for the amendment. 

Mr. Fincu said, in rising to state briefly and concisely 

some of the reasons which had induced him and a great 
many of his professional brethren with whom he had 
been acting in concert, to offer to Mr. Carpenter's amend- 
ment their most determined opposition, he would at once 
state that he thought they were all much indebted to Mr. 
Lewis for having inaugurated with promptitude and 
vigour some time since that measure of reform in the con- 
stitution of the Council, which he (Mr. Finch) trusted they 
were met that day to accomplish. It was as long ago as 
June, 1871 when Mr. Lewis unfurled his flag, and raised 
aloft the standard of reform. It was quite true that man 
amongst them were then silent ; and he would frankly tell 
them way. For all things there were times and seasons, and it 
was thought that, inasmuchasa supplemental charter would 
probably be obtained for the government of the society, then 
necessari:y a revision of the entire bye-laws would take 
place, and this would be the opportune time for fully and 
fairly discussing such amendments as they might wish to 
have incorporated into the new bye-laws. In the report of 
the Council for 1871, they stated they thought that would 
be the proper time ; and that report was approved by the 
members. if at such a time speech was silver, he hoped it 
would be considered that silence was gold. Mr. Lewis was 
also entitled to praise, because when he had placed in his 
hands the revised bye-laws which the Council had issued, 
prepared with much consideration. and after communication 
with a very large number of the profession, feeling, very pro- 
bably, that if he continued to fly his flag in the face of 
those most reasonable provisions, it might have the appear- 
ance of a flag of defiance, Mr. Lewis, with admirable good 
feeling, hauled down his fleg, and left the flag of Mr. Car- 
penter flying in its place, He hoped to take down the flag 
of Mr. Carpenter and lay it beside the lowered flag of Mr. 
Lewis. They all desired to make the Council as efficient 
as possible, but if they had a body of highly respectable 
and efficient men they would notsay to them you must go. 
Experience had much to do with efficiency, anda man might 
be a very clever fellow, and yet not make a good member of 
the Council. He needed experience in the discharge of his 
duties at the board ; and the most cursory perusal of the 
annual reports of the Council would show that the duties 
which they had to discharge were numerous, onerous and 
laborious. What did the amendment propose? That the 
Council should agree amongst themselves as to which five of 
them should retire. He asked them whether they believed 
the Council could possibly exist with such an apple of dis- 
cord flung amongst them? Suppose they did not agree 
amongst themselves, then the five to go out were those who 
had been longest in office. Suppusing that rule now in opera- 
tion, whom would they lose? It might be a gentleman in 
Parliament, rendering immense service to the profession. 
It might be a gentleman on the Judicature Commission. 
If the rule now sought to be imposed had been in opera- 
tion, it would long since have deprived them of the orna- 
ments of their profession. Would they have acast iron rule 
of that kind? They had heard again and again of the 
Council’s shortcomings ; but the admirable system of educa- 
tion which the Council had provided must not be forgotten. 
He asked them whether by an arbitrary rule they would 
exclude men from their Council, howevereminent? Would 
they not rather have a reasonable provision in the bye-laws 
which enabled every man conscientiously to vote for whom 
he pleased? Let them not take a retrograde step. Let it 
not fo forth to society that such was the penury of their 
intellectual resources that they could only adopt a rigid 
Tule, which was totally unsuited to the educated mind. 
They had a serious issue before them, and he trusted they 
would emphatically reject the amendment. 

Mr. Lake thought it might be convenient that a second 
member of the society, who adopted the views of Mr. 
Finch’s committee, should at that stage address the meet- 
ing. First of all he would call attention to the evil which 
Mr. Lewis proposed to remedy ; namely, matter-of-course 
re-election to the Council. He agreed that matter-of-course 
re-election was an evil. But he was not prepared, in order 
to get rid of one evil, to introduce what Mr. Lewis in his 
speeches had always called another evil, though he (M 





Lewis) thought it one of less magnitude. It must be born 
in mind that under the existing bye-laws the names of the 
retiring members of Council were submitted in that hall 
for re-election, and the members were called upon to vote 
aye orno upon each. No doubt it was a difficult thing to 
vote against one individual. That was the evil. What was 
the remedy? To remove individual election; and that 
the new bye-laws would do. Let them see what had been 
the course which other societies had pursued in the matter, 
not as binding them, but as guides. There were no less 
than eighteen provincial law societies in active operation. 
Of those eighteen, only five adopted the system of dis- 
qualification of the retiring members of their governing 
body for any period, and as to those five, the mode of 
election was by open voting, taking a show of hands, as 
was now done by the Incorporated Law Society, although 
the evil was in their case aggravated because the candi- 
dates were ev necessitate selected from a smaller circle. 
The medical profession had a Conncil of Examiners very 
similar to their own, appointed under the Medical Act for 
five years, all of them being eligible for re-election. The 
Pharmaceutical Society, incorporated by Royal Charter, 
had a Council similar in number and constitution to their 
own, a portion retiring at a fixed period. Originally they 
had a system of open voting, but now they had voting- 
papers, and they had always had and still retained the 
system of eligibility for re-election, and he believed no 
difficulty had been experienced. If they took the instance 
of school boards, it would be found not only that the 
retiring members were eligible for re-election, but there 
was no Jack of competition. What was wanted was that 
the members of the society should be in earnest, and not 
seek to get rid of their difficulties by throwing them on 
the Council. The system of compulsory retirement must 
lead to the apathy which it was desired to avoid, because. 
when a man had arrived at acertain point, he must go 
It was said this would be avoided, because the disquali- 
cation would only last for one year, and because it was 
left to the Council to select who should retire. He would 
ask whether the Council would be likely to do this by an 
individual canvass. They must either do it by ballot—the 
worst possible form—or they must select the five who at- 
tended least. Bat it did not at all follow that the member 
attending the fewer times was the least efficient member, 
because he might be attending to important matters out- 
side, which had been referred to him by the Council. Lastly, 
they might elect by seniority, and so lose yearly their 
most experienced members. Consider what a spur the 
present system of eligibility for re-election was; what an 
inducement it was to a man todo the most he could for 
his profession, to become known as an energetic member 
of Council. The real remedy for the existing evil was not 
to alter the character of the Council, but to extend the 
field of constituents; to take away the necessity for 
voting separately on individual candidates, aud make the 
society what he hoped it would be—truly representative of 
the profession, more widely extending it, and inducing its 
members to take a greater personal interest in it. 

Mr. Cason wished it to be understood that he was not 
a mere slavish admirer of the Council, and he congratulated 
Mr. Lewis on the very altered style in which he had 
brought the motion forward. Mr. Lewis’s speeches on 
former occasions had been circulated amongst them, in 
which it had been said that the state of the Council was 
retiring dignity and not active work. He (Mr. Clabony 
desired to say of the members of the Council that they all 
worked hard. Then it was said that the Council were the 
elite of the profession, and came from Lincoln’s-inn ; but 
a glance at the names would show that this was not so. 
Then it was objected that they had not printed their ac- 
counts, For three or four years he had been urging that on 
the Council, but the answer was that nobody asked for it. 
Now, however, it had been asked for, and the accounts 
would be printed so as to furnish all possible information. 
Then it was said that they had not got the insertion of 
certain things in Parliament; but alterations were fre- 
quently made at the last moment; and the real remedy 
for that was to have members of their body in Parliament, 
which was now the case. He maintained that if the 
amendment were carried, it would be calculated to have 
an effect’'wholly at variance with the elevation of their 
profession. , ising 
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Mr. Grzson (Dartford) at this stage of the proceedings 
rose to address the meeting, but was unable to obtain a 
hearing owing to the frequent and loud cries of “ Divide,’’ 
but 

The CuatrMaNn having interposed in his behalf, 

Mr. Gipson said the question before the meeting really 
was, whether the position which the Council occupied 
with reference to the society could be bettered. If the ma- 
jority thought that nothing better could be done; that it 
had progressed as other things had done; that it accom- 
plished all they desired to see for the welfare of them- 
selves as a body, and for the individual status of the mem- 
bers of the profession, then they would not alter it. But 
if they were of a contrary opinion, now was the oppor- 
tunity to make an alteration. He maintained that the 
very existence of provincial law societies was a very 
strong argument to show that the parent society had not 
been up to the mark. He most willingly admitted that if 
he and those who took part with him had been on the 
Council, in all human probability they would have acted just 
as the Council had done. People got into a groove, as to 
which it was sometimes an offence even to suggest an 
alteration: it was human nature. Nobody suggested that 
the members of the Council were not honourable men, but 
they had been sleepy. What was wanted, in order to 
keep them in a healthy, active state was that some one 
should tell them what the opinions of others were. Whilst 
for years, everybody else had been advancing, not so with 
the lawyers ; they were the butt even of the judges at 
times; and they had to bear the blame of the short- 
comings of counsel. They would cease to lose the de- 
grading position which they sometimes occupied if they 
had an improved representation. No doubt, as Mr. Lake 
had admitted, matter-of-course re-election was an evil ; it 
was a mockery; and it was impossible not to feel that it 
became an offence to turn anybody out under a system of 
voting in and in, See what the publicans could do by 
combined action, and should it be said that the represen- 
tatives of gin and beer had the power of organization 
within themselves and that lawyers had not. It was only 
the other day it was said in print that the lawyers were 
like a bundle of sticks untied. They needed unity and co- 
hesion, for the want of which they were all to blame. 
What other body in this broad England was there that, 
with the unparallelled dearness of everything, had to 
submit to the degradation, of being obliged, before a 
penny could be touched, to have their bills taxed ? 

At this juncture the meeting became very impatient, 
and there were repeated cries of ‘ Divide.” 

Mr. Kimper, however, essayed to obtain audience, but 
had only proceeded so far as to say that he was autho- 
rised by Mr. Henry Freshfield to make a certain statement, 
when 

Tho CHAIRMAN intervening, stated that Mr. Freshfield 
could not be heard by proxy, and 

Mr. Kiuper again attempted to address the meeting, 
but having expressed the opinion that Mr. Lake’s Com- 
mittee was intended as a “hedge to the Council,” the 
meeting absolutely declined to listen and demanded a divi- 
sion, which was taken, 

The CuarrMAn declaring, as the result, that Mr. Car- 
penter’s ameudment was lost. 

The accuracy of the chairman’s ruling having been 
challenged, the votes were taken by means of a scrutiny, 
the result being—for the amendment, 166; against, 159; 
majority, 7. 

The amendment was, therefore, carried; and after an 
ineffectual attempt to proceed with the discussion of the 
bye-laws, it was moved, seconded, and unanimously carried 
that the meeting be adjourned until Wednesday, June 11th ; 
and thanks to the chairman, unanimously accorded, brought 
the proceedings to a close. 








STiPENDIARY Macisrrates.—The Times thinks it may 
surprise many persons to learn that in all England and 
Wales no more than 17 towns have stipendiary magistrates. 
Placing London first, the other 16 towns are Birkenhead, 
Birmingham, Brighton, Cardiff, Chatham, Hull, Leeds, 
Liverpool, Manchester, Merthyr, Pontypridd, Sheffield, 
Stoke, Swansea, Worcester, and Wolverhampton. 





COURT PAPERS. 
COURT OF CHANCERY. 

I, the Right Honourable Roundell, Baron Selborne, Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, do, under the powers 
vested in me by the County Court Rules, hereby order that 
the offices of the County Courts may be closed on the 2nd 


day of June, 1873. 


Given under my hand this 13th day of May, 1873. 


SELBORNE, C. 


CAUSE LIST. 
Sittings for Trinity Term, 1873. 
Before the Lorp CHANCELLOR and Lorps JusTIcEs. 
Appeals, 


Hunter v Chesshire (M.—22 
F 


eb. 

Noble , Willock. (B.—26 
Feb.) 

MoxonvPayne pthd (M.— 
12 Mar.) 

Milward v The Redditch Local 
Board of Health (R.—19 
Mar.) 


Trumper vTrumper (B.—20 


ar. 

Binney vFeldtmann (W.—21 
Mar.) 

Hill v Wilson (M.—25 Mar.) 

In re Webb’s Estate, and Webb 
vJones (R.—26 Mar.) 

Broad v Huxley (M.—25 
Mar.) 

Parker v Lewis appl. of defts. 
J.H. Lewis and anr. (M. 
27 Mar.) 

Parker v Lewis appl. of deft. 
Sir J. N. McKenna (M. 
—27 Mar.) 


Blackman v Cornish (R.—4 
April 
— vHenshaw (R.—18 
ri 
Whitbourn v Wye (R.—21 
ri ‘ 


Viesront Valentia v Denton 
(R.—23 April) 

Cockertonv Langmead (R.— 
25 April) 

Smith v Gardener, Gardener v 
Smith (B.—25 April) 

Stevens v Mid Hants Ry. Co. 
The London Financial Asso- 
ciation (limd.) v Stevens 
(R.—29 April) 

Sherratt v Mountford (R.—3 
May) 

Burton v Gray (R.—6 May 

Brown v Black (B.—8 Ma 

Honychurch v The Queen ti - 
surance Co. (R.—10 May) 

Corser v Cartwright (R.—16 
May) 


Before the Lornp CHANCELLOR for the MAsTER OF THE ROLLS, 
CausEs set down previous to the Transfer. 


Harris v Frederic f c, pt hd 
(27 May) 

Hay v Bates cause, witns 
(day to be fixed) 

Clowes v Hogg cause, witns, 
day to be fixed. 

Cadett v Earle md (26 May) 

Earle v La Croisade md (26 
May) 

Patrick v Gye 
before examiner 

Boyle v. Sawyer 
before examiner 

Ridgway v Ridgway 1868.— 
R. —- 49 c, with witns 


m d, wits 


m d, wits 


(June 24) 

Ridgway v. Ridgway 1868.— 
R.— 145 c, with witns 
(June 24) 


Ballinger v Phillips 
wits (day to be fixed) 

Fothergill v Baghott md 

Cooper v Godfrey m d, wits 
before examiner 

Ross v Lloyds m d, wits be- 
fore examiner 


cause, 


Arrowsmith v Joberns  , 
evidence viva voce (day to be 
fixed) 

Moy v Mackeson md 

Cooper v Macdonald fc 

Barneby v Jordan m d, witns 
before examnr 

The Syndicate Union, limd. v. 
Oppenheimer md 

Hardwick v Hardwick fc 

Hodgetts v Fortescue md 

Morris v Morris fe 

Minchin v Wood fe & sums 
to vary 

Hayward v Pile fe 

Wagstaff v The Midland Ry. 
Co. fc 

Ward v Eyre c 

Halliday v Tamplin ec, wits 

(day to be fixed) 

Clark v Clark f c pet 

Cotton v Upward md 

In re Hatsell Garrard’s Estate 
& Garrard v Garrard fe 

Hardwick v Austin m d 
(short) 


Cause transfered from the Books of the Vice-Chancellors Sir 
R. Matrss and Sir J. Wickens, by Order dated 2nd May, 


1873. 


Melrose v Mounsey pom VCM_ 28 June, 1872 


Lloyd v Jones mfd 


CM 29 June 


Saunders v Knight-Brucee mfd VCM 3 July 
Fray v Jones cause VCM 4 July 

Sheard v Sheard mfd VCM 12Jul 

Smith v Truscott mfd VCM 13 July 

Ayerst v Jenkins mfd VCM 13 July 
Godfery v D’Avigdor mfd VCM 16 July 
Jackson v Adams mfd VCM 17 July 


Pooley v Foster, Bart. 


cause, with wit. 


VCM 24 July 


Hards v King cause, with witnesses VCM 29 July 
Freke v Lord Carbury mfd VCM 31 July 
Croaker v Standing mfd VCM 10 August 


Simey v Edw 


ards mfd VCM 23 August 


Hunt vIngledew mfd VCM 28 August 
Fortune v Thompson cause and summons with witnesses 


VCM 26 October. 
Beckerley v Beckerley mfd 


VCM _ 29 October 
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Innes v Mathias mfd VCM _ 29 October 

Fane v Fane cause VCM 320 October 
-Boatwright v Boatwright cause VCM_ 1 November 
Perren v Russell mfd VCM 4 November 

Marler v Tommas mfd VCM_ 6 November 

Chambers v. Saffery mfd VCM _ 6 November 

Scott v Laver mfd VCM _ 8 November 

Lewis v Musgrove mfd VCM 9 November 

Hamilton v Nott cause VCM _ 11 November 

Neal v Pearce mfd VCM_ 12 November 

Power v Williams mfd VCM _ 12 November 
Trethewy v Helyar mfd VCM_ 13 November 

Hadwen v Kenworthy mfd VCM_ 14 November 
Thomas v Thomas mfd VCM _ 16 November 
Chambers v Chambers mfd VCM _ 22 November 
Retallick v Huxham cause VCM 25 November 
Cameron v Leyland cause VCM _ 27 November 

Salmon v Brooks cause, with wit. V CM 30 November 
Wood v Wood mfd VCM_ 30 November 

Rowlandson v Mercer mfd VCM 4 December 
Murrell v Fe: cause, with wit. VCM _ 6 December 
Wagstaffv Kemp mfd VC W 9 December 

Wilkinson v Wilkinson mfd VCW 9 December 

The Comptoir D’Escompte de Paris v The Consolidated Bank 

limited cause, with witnesses V CM _ 11 December 

Sidney v Sidney mfd VCM_ 11 December 

Gibson v Woodruff cause, with wit. V CM 12 December 
Enfield v Roscoe mfd VCW_ 16 December 

Izod v Power mfd VCM_ 18 December 

Clarke v Allison mfd VC W_ 18 December 

Manley v Martin mfd VCM_ 19 December 

Dent v Hoye mfd VCW = 19 December 

Hillv Hill mfd VCW 20 December 

Wodehouse v Cox mfd VC W 20 December 

Burton v Maw cause, witnesses VC W 21 December 
Mapleson v Bentham mfd VC W 23 December 
Clarke v Clarke mfd VCM 24 December 

Somes v Renton mfd VCM _ 31 December 

Hillv Fry. mfd VCM 1 January, 1873 

Hayne v Hayne mfd VCM 1 January 

Rowe v Rowe mfd VCM 83 January 

Craesser v Crowther cause, VC M 7 January 

White v Matthews mfd VCW 7 January 

White v Latter mfd VCW 7 January 

Kenworthy v Cofin mfd VCM 9 January 

Faulkner v Kershaw cause &demr. VCM _ 10 January 
Mair v Mair mfd VCM 13 January 

Cleary v Kennington mfd VCW 16 January 

The Black Sole Sewing Machine Co., limited, vy Hart mfd 

VCW 17 January 
Wynne v The North Staffordshire Ry Co. mfd VCM 21 


January 

Bolton v White mfd VC W 21 January ° 

Overend, Gurney & Co., limd. vBrett mfd VCM 22 Jan 

Stokes v King mfd VCW 22 January 

Fletcher v Fletcher mfd VCW_ 22 January 

Holland v Gutch mfd VCW 22 January’ .- 

Shrimpten v Thomson mfd VC W 22 January 

Hodges v Wieland mfd VCM 24 January 

Martin v Kent Coast Ry Co mfd VCW 24 January 

Maxfield v Burton mfd VCW 24 January 

Outin v Heathcote mfd VCM 25 January 

Larkins v Phipps mfd VCM 27 January 

Falkner v Somerset & Dorset Ry.Co. mfd VCM 27 Jan. 

The Ystalyfera Iron Co. v. The Neath & BreconRy.Co. mfd 
VCW 27 January. 

Budd v The Neath & Brecon Ry.Co. mfd VCW 27 Jan. 

Cruickshank v Bland cause VCM_ 28 January 

Bartlett v Weekes mfd VC W_ 28 January 

Rice v Castle mfd VCM 29 January 

Steers v Eveleigh cause VCM 29 January 

Rowsell v Morris mfd VCW 1 Februa 

Worsell v Worsell & ors. cause, with wits. of CW 1 Feb. 

Worsell v Worsell cause, with wits. WCW 1 February 

Watson v Ross mfd VCW _ 5February 

Jeffrey v Hopkins mid VCW 6 February 

Smith v Keysell cause VC W 7 February 

Pearson v Hall mfd VCW 7 Febru 

Nicholson v Welsh mfd VCW 10 February 

Jackson v Paul mfd V CW = 11 February 

Brayshay v Robinson mfd VCW 13 February 

Kellaway, pauper, v. Douglas m fd wits. befor exmur. V 
CW 14 February 

The Ramsgate District Local Board v. Daniel cause VC W 
17 February 

Dickson v Dickson mfd VC W_ I8 February 

Averill v Beeston mfd VCW_ 20 February 

Holden v Holden mfd VCW_ 21 February 

Smith vSmith mfd VCW 21 February 


End of Transfer, 





Cavsgs set down since the Transfer. 


In re James Simpson’s Estate 
Smith v Smith fc 

In re Christopher Simpson's 
Estate Smith v Smith fc 

Simpson v Ritchie f c 

Morrison v Hall fc 

Matthews v Roberts md 

Dod v Watkin fc 

Fulford v Hilliard m d 

Harris v Seymour f ¢ 


St. John’s College, Cambri 
v. Earl of Effingham m 
Smallpeice v Baker f c 
Freeman v King m d (short) 
Broadwood v Watt fc 
Cannock v Cannock fe 
Thompson v Robinson fe 
Newcomen v Wharton md 
Sackville vy Smyth md 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir RicHarp MALINs. 
Causes, §c. 


Isherwood v Johnson case on 
appeal from Wigan County 
Court, pt hd (June 2) 

Wilshin v Wavell exons for 
insuffe: 

Lady Wentworth v_ Lord 
v ee exons for insuffcy 


(S.0. 

The Banco Commercial v The 
Commercial Bank of the 
River Plate, limd dem 

Se v Borough 
of Folkestone demr & mta 

ee oa v White plea to whole 

il 


Armitage v Armitage case on 
appeal from Yorkshire 
County Court (June 2) 

Charlwood v Cornelius c with 
witns (day to be fixed) 

Trade Auxiliary Co. (Limited) 
v Vickers md 

Stokes v Jennings m d (re- 
transferred from M R by 
order), 

Lewin v Lewin fc 

Denny v Morris m d (re- 
transferred from M R by 
order, 

Smart v Walsh spc 

Smart v Bremner sp c 

Bide v Harrison spc 

Maxwell v Maxwell md 

Caldicott v Smith, Satchwell v 
Smith md 

Beale v Atchley c 

United Land Co., limd, v 
Great Eastern Ry. Co. md 

Davies v Howells md 

Prescott v Barker spc 

Maynard v Eaton  c, 
(day to be fixed) 

Raggett v Findlater md 

Thomas v Aaron fc 

Wood v White fc 

Pidsley v Pidsley c 

Hawks v Longridge spc 

Countess of Egremont v 
Thompson fc 

Hanson v Leighton md 

Harvey v Horry md 

Curtis v Bristol Port & Chan- 
nel Dock Co. m d 

Tickle v Kelsall fe 

Cope v Evans fe 

Digby v Ward md 

Grover v Foster, Bart fc & 
sumns to vary 

Candy v Candy m d (re-trans- 
ferred from M R by order) 

The Nowgo: Tea Co. of 

Assam, fimd., (by Official 
Liquidator) v Barry c¢ 

Newbolt v Wright fc 

Wilts & Berks Canal Naviga- 
tion Co. v Swindon Water 
Works Co. limited md 

Talbot v Bentley fe 

Francis v Wade fc 

Burgess v Bennett md 

Alexander v Gage fc 

Rickards v Arabin f c and 
sumns 

Chamberlain v Terrell md 

Forbes v Wood fe 

Mayor, &c., of Hastings v 
Ivall c 


wit 


Emson v_ Saffron Walden 
Railway Company fc 
Greenwood v Blackburn fc 
Blakey v Rushworth spc 
Harrop v Harrop fc 
Parkinson v Chester fc 
Stevenson v Wharton fc & 
sums to vary 
In re Watson's estate, 
Watson v Woolley fe 
Thompson v Clarke fe 
Hood v Franklin fe 
Avis v Avis md 
Yardley v Holland md 
Gordon v Chambers md 
Baker v Wilbraham md 
Graham v Winterson ease on 
appeal from Newport County 
Court, restored by order 
2 


and 


(June 

Hall v Harland md 

Heron v Davey md 

Brown v Towell c, with wits 
(day to be fixed) 

Carding v Potts md 

Gallagher v Fleming c 

Jones v Habershon md 

Towell vy Brown ec, with wits 
(day to be fixed) 

Ellen v Barkley 1867, E. 24, 


fc 
Ellen v Barkley 1867, E. 25, 


c 
Wylam v Watts md 
Freeman v Mathieson fe 
Rudge v Bennett c 
Ramm vy Taylor md 
James v James md 
Healey v Borough of Batley 

md 
Latham v Chartered Bank of 
India, China and Australia 
md 
Lewis v D’Avigdor md 
Pickering v Chadwick md 
Carter v Henstridge md 
Countess de Palatiano v Hart- 
ley md 
Bell v London & South-West- 
ern Bank, limd. m d 


Gott v. Gott md 
Bressog v Maynard m d 
(short) 


Swain v Swain md 

Schank v Scott, Bart md 

Cross v Hodge fe 

Bain v Percy md 

Dixon v Fisken md 

Wickham v Fitz-Worlock c, 
evidence viva voce (day to 
be fixed) 

Greenfield v Clear fe 

Weldon v Hoyland fe 

Moore v Ross m 

Bumpus v Bumpus m d 

Coghlanv Kempe md 

Rolls v Parish of St. Mary, 
Newington md 

Barratt v Gower fe 


. Dubois v Charsley md 


Cooper v Green md 

Green v Cooper ¢ 

Colev Scott md 

Main v Knott fe 

Wilson v Northampton & 
Banbury Junction Ry. Bill 
md 








582 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. May 24, 1873. 








Rumboll v Taylor md 
Lewis v Honey fc 
Paine v Jones c¢ 
Parker v Trigg md 
Smith v Grant md 
Garard v Trist f c 
Berry v Harris md 
Hilliard v Hilliard fe 
Stewart v Huddersfield Bank- 
ing Co. md 
Whiteley v Kemp md 
Griffith v Youell md 
Brock v Cridland md 
Newman v Hendy md 
Kent v Kent md 
Nind v Church md 
Wild v Wild fe 
Tickner v Old md 
Birch v Birch- Wolfe f c¢ 
(short) 
Schollick vy Edye md 
Pickering v Ager cc, witn (day 
to be fixed) 
Wilson v Thornbury md 
Taylor v East London Ry. Co. 
872.—T.—111 md 
Taylor v East London Ry. Co. 
72.—T.—141 md 
Hughes v Mitchell fe 
Wrigley v Wrigley case on 
appl. from Saddleworth 
County Court (June 2) 
Pudge v Pudge md 
Randell v Samels md 


Countess D’Alteyrac v Long 
Little v Long rehearing of 
m d (26 May) 

Kelsey v Kelsey c 

Gray v The Yniscedwyn Iron 
Steel & Coal Co., limd. md 
(short) 

Bryan v Moss md 

Cass v Cass fc (short) 

Russell vJames md 

Parks v Briscoe md 

Bond v Dickinson md 

Street v Bonsor ¢ 

Knowles v Knowles 

Canter v Wodehouse 
confesso 

Pizzey v Wilkinson fc 

Barrett v Beck md 

Flood v Hampden md 

Parks v Hodson md 

Kettle v Drayner md 

Fleet v Cladish fe 

Barnes v Barnes c 

Lofthouse v Wright md 

Goodwin v Gray md 


md 
c, pro 


Green v Lyon md 

Houghton y Garrett m d 
(short) 

Hale v Hale fe 

Baxter v Bush m d (short) 


Sweet v Sweet fc (short) 
Noel v DeStaftord md (short) 
Shout v Shout m d (short) 
Reece v Reece fc 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sin JAMES BAcon. 
Causes, &e. 


Heath v Crealock c with wits, 
pt hd 

Blenkarn v Berry dem of deft 
Wm. Berry (May 28) 

Blenkarn v Berry dem of deft 
J.B. Parker (May 28) 

London and North Western 
Railway Company v Green- 
bank Alkali Company (lim) 
m d (S.0O. by consent) 

Greenhalgh v Rumney (5 
— f cand sumns to vary 
(S.O. by consent) 

Williams v Financial Corpn 
limited c, with wits (day to 
be fixed) 

Basham v Hutchinson c (S.O. 
by consent) 

Simpson v Peach md 

Turnervy White md 

Cleve v Financial Corporation 
(limd) c y 

Keily v Andrews md 

Phillips v Taylore with wits 
(June 3) 

Graham v Cole fe 

McClean v Kennard md 

Lamb v Chantrell md 

Powell v Holdom md 

Hoffmann v Valle fe 

Gladstone v Mackinlay cc, 
witns. before examiner by 
consent 

Bleackley v Hall fe 

Graham v Graham md 

Howes v Phillips c 

Mears v Curtis fc 

Kerr v Hilton md 

Lewis v Lewis c 

Great Western Insurance Co. 
v Cunliffe m d, wits to be 
cross-examined abroad 

a & Colimd. v Treacher 


m 
Hemery vGidley fc 
Burke v Keith md 


White v Hight fe 

Churchill v Portsea Island 
Gas Light Co. c, wits (day 
to be fixed) 

Youde v Cloud 
beford examiner 

Selby v Nettlefold c wits (day 
to be fixed) 

Gerard v Parsons fe 

Powell v Powell fe 

London & Provincial Marine 
Insurance Co. v Seymour ¢ 
with wits (day to be fixed) 

Taylor v Fisher md 

Stevenson v Masson f c and 
sums to vary 

Wilde v Wilde fe 

King v Sherrott md 

Maddick v Hardwick md 

Whittaker v Whittaker spc 

Boustield v Bousfield md 

Scarlett v Thurlow f c 

Pinchard v Fellows md 

Hathesing v Laing md 

Laing v Zeden md 

Meldrum v Hayes fc 

The Isle of Wight Oyster 
Fishery Co., limd. v. The 
re agony of Newport (I. 
of W.) md 

Beaty v Good md 

Roberts v Parry fc 

Bailey v Schweitzer c 

Giffard v Phillips md 

Lambert v Lambert f c and 
sumns. to va 

Buxton v Walter fe 

Samuda v Van Zeller fe 

Mason v Lamb fe 

Wadsworth v Johnson fcand 
sumns. to vary 

Baxter v Chapman c 

Treen v Beachey fc 

Denham v Allen fe 

Gardner v Gardner fe 

Smith v Keene md 


m d, wits 


Before the Vice-Chancellor Sir Joun WICKENS. 
Causes, &c. 


Caley v Caley md pt. hd. 

Holmes v Cotton demr. of 
Hy. Cotton 

Holmes v Cotton demr. of 
Rev. A. B. Cotton 

Bowron v Wilson demr 


Bullocke v Bullocke 

witns before examr 

Read v Strangwayes m d & 
tn 


md 


pe 
Rosser v Rhys md 
Griffiths v Bedborough fc 





City of London Brewery Co. 
(lim) v Tennant md 

Lyall v Fluker md 

Rowed v Saunders md 

Wilson v Johnstone c 

Meek, Knight, v Clarkson md 

Sheffield v Gray c 

Arnold v Jervis md 

Watts v Watts md 

Attorney-General v The Mayor 
Aldermen & Burgesses of 
the Borough of Barnsley 
md 

Littledale v Bickersteth md 

Wilkinson v Elster md 

Turnerv Turner md 

Williams v Lucas md 

Newbald v Hale ce, wit 

Blackstock v Blackstock, Ash- 
man v Blackstock f ¢ 

Davies v Eggar md 

Lewthwaite v Lewthwaite m d 

Wilson v Coffin c 

Sugg v Foster md 

Lees v Sanderland fe 

Waring v Scamp c 

Groom v Savery 

Griffiths v Oakley 
sumns. 

= v Marshall m d (S. 


m d 
f c and 


oo v Kerridge fe 

Corner v Cursham fc 

Hennet v The Tewkesbury and 
Malvern Ry. Co. fe 

Marshall v Redford md 

Murton v Bigham md 

Puddicombe v Sparks md 

Brafield v Scriven md 

Bergh v Mason fe 

Ackers v Ackers fc 

Pritchard v Roberts md 

Leese v Martin m d 

Jacubs v Rylance fe 

Winstone v Halksworth fe 

Fennings v Pain md 

Coultwas v Swan fc (short 

Hetherington v Tennant m 

Millidge v Guy fe 

Fish v Rivers fc 

Underwood v Stewardson fc 

Gillam v Taylor fc 

Middleton v Windross fe 

Tatam v Latter fc 

Abbott v Forty fe 

Jennings vCole fc 

Arnold v Hartley fe 

Simpson v Grey fc 

Kelly v Feltham f c 

Jordan v Keal fc 

Bardwell v Cheatle fc 

Lewis v Lewis md 

Sempill v The Queensland 
Sheep Investment Company, 
limd c 

Colquhoun, Knt., v Courtenay 


m 

Eddison v Eddison fc, 1869. 

Horn v King md 

Eddison eee f c, 1869. 
al 


Passmore v Wyld fe 

Radloff v Le Lievre c 

Fox v Heinke cc, wits 

Milne v Wood fc 

Hepburn v Dutton fe 

Morris v Davies md 

Blakeley vy Crawshaw c 

Kimber v Clunn md 

Singer v Audsley c 

Dick v Montague md 

Hoe v Thorpe c 

—_ v Hart c 
reg v Sagar c 

Dicketts vy Weguelin f c 
(short) 

Clipperton v Cartwright m d 

Bell v Bell md 

Causton v Holdich fc 

Re John Evans’ Estate, Evans 
v Evans fc & sums 

Barton v Hobson md 


Ive v Smith md 

Gwynne v Great’ Eastern Ry. 
Co. c ‘ 

Miles v Harrison, Dudley v 
Harrison fe 

Wright v Wright c 

Greaves v Smith md 

Smith v Butler md 

Dicey v Forbes fe 

Jordan v Abbiss fc 

Baroness Hastings v 
Hastings spc 

Mills v Nuttall md 

Woodford v Brooking m d, 
aro cate against deft R. 
A. Ives 

Mackrell v Notley md 

Shaw v Longbottom md 

Edwards v Stephens fc 

Dela Rue v Marshall spc 

Driver v Driver md 

Forter v Bell md 

The Powell Duffryn Steam 
Coal Co., limd, v The Taff 
Vale Ry. Co. md 
ne v Stewart fe 

Occleston v Fullalove 

Boydell v Thornewell 

Heath v Barlow fe 

Mutlow v 8S. H. Bigg 

Dawson v Dawson fe 

Gibson v Dawson fc 

Snelling v Thomas md 

Boden v Hibbert fe 

Jaques vDean fe 

Leech v Tunnicliffe fc 

Wright v Larkin fe 

Fisher v Russell md 

Robins v Rose md 

Cock v Cock fe 

Parnell v Stephens md 

Lucas v Lucas fe 

Tomlinson v Lowe md 

Darley v_ Entwistle 
wits 

Bulley v Bulley c 

Baron Greville v Greville md 

Dean v Butt Stephenson v 
Butt c 

Evans v Verall md 

Ashpitel v Denton fe 

Cock vGreen fc 

Pickard v Pickard md 

Muschamp vCoombes_ fc 

Bird v Bird’s Patent Deodori- 
sing and Utilizing Sewage 
Co., limd., m 

Gardner v Burbury md 

Sharpe v Forbes fe 

Wilson v Bradley c 

Phelps v Powell fe 

Worthington v Curtis md 

Earl Waldegrave v Bastard m d 

Kallander v Tipple fc 

Brooks v Baker fe 

Lancaster v Walker md 

Moon v Veale c 

Bates v Eley c 

Hooper v Abell md 

Gael v Fenwick md 

Wattv Mills md 

Thompson v Burra fc 

Binns v Fisher md 

Iver v Armstrong spc 

Oddy v Green md 

Eley v Bates c 

In re  Pickering’s Estate 
Pickering v Pickering fc 

Westmorland v Tunnicliffe f ¢ 

Williams v Dobson f c & 


sums 
Marshall v Marshall c 
Christie v Ovington md 
Burley v Saint fe 
Parfrey v Hitchings f c 
Thomasv Thomas fc 
CatorvDrew spc 
Spraggett v Spraggett md 
Curnick v Tucker md 
Richardson v Greenwell md 
(short) 
The Borough of Wrexham v. 
Tamplin fe 


Lo a 


fe 
spc 


md 


md 
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Oldham v Oldham c 
Holmes v Walker c nore 
Walker v Walker c (short) 
Gill v Downing md 


Hopkins v Brewer 1870.—H 
—263, md (short) 

Hopkins v Brewer 1870.—H. 
264, md (short) 


PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

Last Quotation, May 23, 1873. 
8 per Cent. Consols, 92% Annuities, April, '85 9} 
Ditto for Account, June 3, 94 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1408 
3 per Cent. Reduced 925 Ex Billa, £1000, — per Ct. 3 dis. 
New 3 per Cent., 92§ Ditto, £500, Do —2 dis. 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan, 94 Ditto, 2100 & £200, —2 dis. 
Do. 24 per Cont., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 4% per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. '73 Ct, (last half-year) 245 
Annuities, Jan, ’80 — Ditto for Account, 











INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
(ndiaStk.,10§pCt.Apr.'74,205 | {nd. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 
Dittofor Account. — Ditto,54 per Cent.,May,'79 105 
Ditto 5perCent., July,"60 111g Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 

Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. '88 105 | Do.Do, 5 per Cent.,Aug.’73 101 
Ditto,ditro Certificates, — | Do. Bonds, 4 por Ct., £1000 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4per Cent.97| Dittc, ditto,ander £1000 


RAILWAY STOCK, 


{Closing Prices. 




















































| Railways. ;Pald 
Stock) Bristol and Exeter .......cecceeeerseeeers eccesene wees} 100 112 
Stock) Caledonian ...... seeeeeee] 100 964 
Stock! Giasgow and South-Western ..... eidabdiecieaminaal 100 126 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ..scccsecccesseees 41% 
Stock’ Great Northern ..........cesseeeeeeeeees 1254 
Stock)  Do., A Stock® ........0...sesssererseersereeceeeeeees] 100 1364 
Stock; Great Southern and Western ot Ireland ...... | 100 114 
Stock; Great Western—Original..,.....0..06 100 1244 
Stock; Lancashire and Yorkshire ......... 100 152 
Stock) London, Brighton, and South Coas 100 75 
Stock} London, Chatham, and Dover... 100 23 
Stock, London and North-Westyn . 100 1454 
Stock} London and So:th Western........ eccecenes 100 106 
Stock; Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln ....cess0se0). 100 79} 
Stock} Metropolitan 100 724 
Stock} Do., District 100 32 
Stock; Midland 100 135 
Btock| North British ...sssccseseeesescsseeeee | 100 67 
Stock} North Eastern 100 160 
Stock) North London | 100 lid 
Stock| North Staffordshire seseeessennnanenrnnegssssetey 100 70 
Stock) South Devon 100 | 72 
Stock) South-Eastern .......+..-sseereercsssereesveeeerceces.on| 100 | 1084 





* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid te B. 





Money MARKT AND City INTELLIGRN 1. 

On Saturday the Bank rate was raised from 5 per cent. 
to 6 per cent. At this rate there has been very little dis- 
count demand at the Bank. The proportion of reserve to 
liabilities is still under 33 per cent. There has been a 
general and considerable improvement in railway stocks 
and the foreign market has been firm though the business 
done is reported to have been somewhat limited. 

The annual meeting of the Queens Insurance Company 
was held in Liverpool on the 15th. The chairman, in 
moving the adoption of the report, stated that the fire 
branch of their business had made large strides ; indeed he 
might say rapid progress. The home business had not 
progressed in quite so big aratio asthe foreign ; the pro- 
gression was 23 per cent. in the former and 29 per cent. on 
the latter. The premiunis last year were £265,658, as 
compared with £208,509 the previous year, and that, he 
thought, would be considered very satisfactory progress. 
Their foreign business had extended very rapidly within 
the last few years, and they now derived a very large re- 
venue from it, They dida great deal of business in the 
United States, Canada, the East and West Indies, Austra. 
lia, and in Russia and other portions of the continent of 
Europe. During the last four years the percentage of loss 
on the foreign business had not varied beyond 2 per cent., 
whereas the losses on the home business had fluctuated 
very widely, being, in 1867, 81 per cent., whereas last year 
they were fortunate enough to reduce the percentnge to 
414 per cent. He believed that no company offered 
greater advantages to men desirous of insuring their lives 
than the Queen Insurance. 

A prospectus has been issued of an issue of £7,500,000 
new ordinary stock of the Grand Trunk Railway of 
Canada. The price of issue is £22 10s. per £100 stock. 








The prospectus states that the stock now to be issued will 
rank for dividend in common with the, existing ordinary 
stock of the company. By the provisions of the company’s 
Act of Parliament the net revenue of the company after 
paying preference charges, is to ‘‘ be applied in payment of 
a dividend at the rate of three per cent. per annum on the 
ordinary stock,’ The surplus profits, after payment of 
such dividends, are to be apportioned—In payment of a 
further one per cent. to the preference stocks, and of a 
further dividend of two per cent. to the ordinary stock, 
making a total of five per cent. per annum on the ordi- 
nary stock. The payment of three per cent. dividend on 
the stock now offered for subscription would be equal 
to 134 per cent., and a dividend of five per cent. would 
be equal to 22 per cent. on the price of subscription. 
The object of the present issue is to carry out the plan of 
reorganisation sanctioned by the shareholders, by which 
the railway will be put in a position to develope the traffic 
existing on the line, and to bring the undertaking into first 
class working order. In spite of the disadvantages under 
which the company has hitherto laboured of being unable 
to carry the existing traflic, a steady increase has taken 
place year by year, the receipts having increased during 
the last ten years about 100 per cent., the traffic for last 
year approaching two millions sterling. The traffic re- 
ceipts for the last three years show an increase in the two 
years of about twenty-three per cent., and when the whole 
of the improvements contemplated are carried out, it is ex- 
pected that the rate of increase will proceed even at a much 
greater ratio. 








THe TowN-CLerksHie oF Lonpon.—This office has 
become vacant by the resignation of Mr. Frederick Wood. 
thorpe on account of declining health. The town clerk, 
says the Times, has always been regarded as one of the 
highest functionaries attached to the Corporation. In 
former times his duties were far more decidedly of a legal 
character than now. Next to the Recorder he was the 
chief officer in the Mayor’s Court, and in the ancient Court 
of Hustings, so called, the latter of which has of late years 
fallen into desuetude and is now abolished. The appoint 
ment is now held at the pleasure of the Common Council ; 
formerly it was during good behaviour. Up to within the 
last thirty years the income of the Town Clerk was partly 
fixed and partly derived from sources which fluctuated. 
In 1836, during the occupancy of the office by Dr. Henry 
Woodthorpe, a report of the Common Council showed 
that the town clerk was then deriving an income of 
nearly £1,900 a year. On the election of Serjeant Mere- 
wether the stipend was fixed at £2,000 a year, and it 
remained so until his death, when on the appointment of 
his successor, who had been principal clerk in his office, it 
was reduced to £1,000, at which amount the salary continued 
until about two or three years ago, when it was increased 
to £1,500. Since his resignation on Thursday week it has 
been referred, pending the appointment of a successor, te 
& committee to consider the duties and emoluments 
attaching to the office, and to report tothe Court. Mean- 
while, it may possibly interest candidates to know that the 
Town Clerk of London from time immemorial, in conside- 
ration of his office, has had a buck and a doe sent him from 
the Royal parks, and has been “ allowed six yards of black 
cloth” annually, compliments upon which the Common 
Council cannot lay a finger. 

A Narrow EscaPe.—It was reported on Saturday last 
that a fortunately unsuccessful attempt had been made on 
the previous evening to overturn an “ up” express train on 
the Great Western line at the point where it crosses the 
Hanwell Viaduct. We have since been informed that the 
train in question was a “special,” and that its freight 
consisted exclusively of the two hundred and odd members 
of the Inns of Court Volunteers who had left town the 
same morning for the purpose of a field-day with the 
Universities corps at Oxford. The train was travelling at 
an abnormally high rate of speed, and to that fact alone, 
in all probability, the gallant Volunteers are indebted for 
their preservation from a terrible fate.—Globe. 


WIL.Ls AND Bequests.—The will, as contained in paper 
writings marked A and B, of Mr. Samuel Cotton, formerly 
of Lothbury, solicitor, but late of Sydenham, has been 
proved by Miss Caroline Cotton, the daughter, Henry 
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Manley, and Henry Lyme Redpath, the executors, the 
personalty being sworn under £10,000. The will, with a 
codicil, of Mr. Richard Roy, of the firm of Messrs. Roy and 
Cartwright, solicitors, No. 4, Lothbury, late of Priory 
Lodge, Notting-hill, was proved on the 6th inst., by Mrs. 
Mary Roy, the widow, and Thomas Broadbent Cartwright, 
deceased’s brother-in-law and partner, the executors, the 
personalty being sworn under £16,000. The testator 
bequeaths and devises all his estate, property, and effects, 
real and personal, to his widow.—City Press. 








BIRTHS. 

Bury—On May 21, at Holly Bank, Wrexham, the wife of 
Thomas Bury, solicitor, of a son. 

Heatry—On May 16, at 8, Albert Mansions, S.W., the wife of 
C. E. H. Chadwyck Healey, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at- 
law, of a son. 

Pracock—On May 13, at Hollywood House, Duppa’s-hill, 
Croydon, the wife of Richard Henry Peacock, of Gray’s-inn, 
solicitor, of a daughter. 


LONDON GAZETTES, 
Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fatpay, May 16, 1873. 
LiMiTED in CaaNnceRY, 

South American Val de Travers Rock Paving Company (Limited),.—- 
Petition for winding up, presented May 7, directed to be heard 
before Vice Chancellor Malins, on May 26. Vallanze and Vallance, 
Essex st, Strand, solicitors for the petitioners. 

StTannarixs OF CORNWALL. 
Fripay, May 16, 1873 

New Hingston Tin Mining Company (Limited).—By an order made by 
the Vice Warden of the Stannaries, dated May 14th, it was ordered 
that the above Company should be wound np. Cock, Truro; Agent 
for Stacpoole, Pinner’s Hell. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Faiwary, May 16, 1873. 


Adams, Balthazar Burman, Southsea, Southampton. June9. Adams 
v Boimaison, V.C. Malins. Ford, Portsmouth 


Atkinson, Henry, Huddersfield, York, Tallow Chandler. June 16, 
Atkinson ov Littlewood, V.C. Malins. Clough, Huddersfield 
Duffield, John Elder, Aldersgate st, Saddler. June 11. Duffield @ 


Leigh, V.C. Wickens, De Jersey and Micklem, Gresham st West 

Moore, Charles Greville, Marsh hill, Homerton, Linen Draper. June 
16. Gatfield v Moore, V.C. Wickens. Crossfield, Hackney rd 

Toms, Thomas Harris, Torquay, Devon, Stock Manufacturer. June 24, 
Toms v Toms, V.C. Malins. Law, Bush lane 

Woods, William Henry, Hascombe, Surrey, Farmer. June 2. Woods 
» Brooker, V.C, Malins, Lochner, Carter lane, Doctor’s commons 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farpay, May 16, 1873, 

Barber, Jane Eleanor, Exeter st, Strand, Widow. June 28. King, 
South square, Gray’s ion 

Barrow, Leslie Augustus Royds, Stanhope place, Hyde Park, Esq. 
Jane 23. Bolton, Elm court, Temple 

Child, Coles William John, Bromley, Kent. June 30. Latter and 
Willett, Bromley 

Clayton, Willivm, Biitannia st, Gray’s inn rd, Builder, 
Peel and Gaunt, Bradtord 

Cooper, John, Milton-next-Sittingbourne, Kent, Tanner. June 10. 
Hills, Sittingbourne 

Cooper, Venn, Milton-next-Sittingbourne, Kent, Tanner. June 10. 
Hills, Sittingbonrne 

Cooper, William, Milton-next-Sittingbourne, Kent, Tanner. June 10. 
Hille, Sittingbourne 

Dickinson, William, Saltby, Leicester, Farmer, May 30. Beaument, 
Grantham 

Fagge, Sir John, Mystole, Chartham, Kent, Bart. September 1. 
Wightwick and Co, Canterbury 

Ferrabee, James, Bisley, Gloucester, Consulting Engineer. July 20. 
Stephens, Ebiey 

Frances, James, Earl!’s Court, Worcester, Farmer, June 24. 
and Co, Worcester 

— James Garrett, Mauchester, Gent. June 20. Diggles, Man- 
ebester 

Forneaux, Emma,‘ Amhurst rd, West Hackney, Widow. July 1. 
Tower, Lower Thames st 

Goose, John, Birmingham, Retail Brewer. August 13. Minstrull, 


Birmingham 
May 26. Wells, 


Hadfield, Henry, Kingston-upon-Hull, Draper. 
Paternoster row 
—_ Charles, Huddersfield, Ironmonger. July 10. North and Sons, 
eds 
August 16. 


August 1. 


Parker 


Hickey, Emma Margaret, Walthamstow, Essex, Spinster. 
Meadows, Bond court, Walbrook 

James, John, Cadogan terrace, Victoria Park, Esq. June 17. Sewall 
and Edwards, Old Broad st 

Jauneey, William, Cradley, Hereford, Gent. June 24. Masefield and 
Sons, Ledbury 

Jordan, Joseph, Manchester, Surgeon. June 24. Potter and Knight, 
Manchester 





Knight, John, Henley Hall, near Ludlow, Salop, Esq. Jane 16. 
Swinburne and Parker, Bedford row 

Needham, Samuel, The Pool, Sheen, Stafford, Farmer. June 16, 
Fergyson, Longnor 


Nettleton, Feederick Chapple, Plymouth, Devon, Accountant. June 24, 
Edmonds and Sons, Plymouth 

Noel, Mary. Sept 26. Peake and England, Sleaford 

Oddy, Thotnas, Woodham Ferris, Essex, Farmer. June 24. Woodand 


Son, Rochford 

Parker, Mary, Peryrheol, Mydrim, Carmarthen, Spinster. June 14. 
Parker and Co, Worcester 

Pope, John, Chertsey, Surrey, Gent. June 24. 
Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

Royou, William, The Green, Tottenham, Esq. 
Parker, St Helen’s place 

Savill, John, Broadway, Ludgate hill, Pork Butcher. July 31. Ashley 
and Tee, Frederick place, Old Jewry 

Steffurd, Charles Theomartyr, Motucka, New Zealand, Esq. June 12. 
Upton and Co, Austin Friars 

Townsend, Thomas Scott, Surrey st, Strand, Esq. June 24, Kimber 
and Ellis, Lombard st 


Routh and Stacey, 


Aug l. Heath and 


Webber, Amelia, Marlee terrace, Stockwell private rd. June 18. 
Hawks and Co, Borough High st, Southwark 
Whittle, William, Chester, Banker's Cierk. May 31. Morecro ft, Liver- 


1 
= Bankrupts. 
Farivar, May 16, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in the Country. 


Baggs, Oliver, Kingham, Oxford, Butcher, Pet May 12. Bishop. 
Oxford, May 29 at 10 

Bradford, William, Eastbourne, Sussex, Milkman, Pet May 12, 
Blaker, Lewes, May 28 at 12 

Brooks, Richard Weller, Clanfield, Oxford, Baker. Pet May 14. 


Townsend. Swindon, June 2 at 1 

Corless, John Tetley, Bradford, York, Woolstapler. Pet May 13. 
Robinson. Bradford, June 6 at 9 

Ennitt, Patrick, Horfield, Gloucester, Farmer. 
Bristol, May 28 at 12 

Martin, John, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Cowkeepsr. Pet May 10. 


Pet May 12. Harley. 


Cripps. Tunbridge Wells, May 28 at 1! 

Meeson, Thomas, Liverpool, Cotton Broker. Pet May 12. Hime. 
Liverpool, May 28 at 2 d 

Robinson, Arthur, Manchester, out of business. Pet May l4. Kuiy. 


Manchester, May 29 at 9.30 

Temple, William, Devonshire House, Forest hill, Grocer. Pet May 13. 
Pitt-Taylor. Greenwich, May 30 at 2 

Young, Samuel. Salford, Lancashire, Beer Retailer. Pet May 12. 
Hulton, Salford, May 28 at 11 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 


Fripar, May 16, 1873. 

Bailey, Leonard, Halifax, York, Pig Dealer. May 28 at 3 at offices of 
Booeock, Black Swan Ginnel, Silver st, Halifax 

Bedford, James Masop, Liverpool, Boot Dealer. June 2 at3 at offices of 
Masters and Fletcher, North John st, Liverpool 

Bennett, James Charles Grabam, Friday st, Solicitor. 
30, Friday st. Cattlin 

Bird, Samuel Henry, Wrexham, Denbigh, Provizion Dealer, May 23 
at | at offices of Sherratt, South John st, Liverpool. Sherratt, Regent 
st, Wrexham 

Boyle, Benjamis, Leeds, Ginger Beer Manufacturer. May 26 at 3at 
offices of Fawcett aud Malcolm, Park row, Leeds 

Bromley, Joseph, Shrewsbury, Salop, Butcher. May 28 at 11 at offices 
of Clarke, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Browett, Henry, Castle st, Falcon square, Silkman. May 29 at 3 at office 
of Twist and Sons, Hertford st, Coventry 

Brown, Francis, and Etiza Brown, Powis st, Woolwich, Milliners, May 
26 at 11 at offices of Kimber and Lees, Great Winchester st buildings. 
Elworthy, Brewer st, Woolwich 

Casey, Thomas, Carlisle terrace, Bow, out of business. May 24 at 10 
at offices of Dobson, Southampton buildings 

Charlesworth, David Wood, Manchester, Merchant. May 30 at 3 at the 
Royal Hotel, Morley st, Manchester, Sale and Co, Manchester 

Clark, Joseph, Scarborough, Cigar Dealer. May 31 at 12.30 at the Bull 
Hotel, Scarborough. Terry and Robinson 

Clark, Richard, Cwmbran, Monmouth, Grocer. May 27 at 12.30 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Newport. Cathcart and Vanghan, Newport 

Coonan, Edward, Liverpool, Tailor. June 3 at 2 at office of Jones and 
Co, Dale st, Liverpool 

Corbett, Charles, Birmingham, Builder. May 28 at 12 at office of 
Saunders and Bradbury, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Coupland, Maria Elizabeth, Park sr, Islington, Cheesemonger, May 
29 at 3 at office of Nickerson, King William st 

Cristall, William, Prince of Wales’ rd, Haverstock Hill, Gent. May 30 
at 2at offices of Lewin, Southampton st, Strand 

Crofton, Thomas Buston, Holywell, Durham, Farmer, May 30 at 2 at 
offices of Marshall, jun, Ciaypath, Durham. Foikard, Durham 

Crook, James, Bristol, Carriers’ Cierk. May 24 ut 12 at office of Clifton, 
Corn st, Bristol 

Dainty, Henry John, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Miner. May 29 at 12 at 
offices of Prior, Darlington st. Wolverhampton 

Deane, Robert Thomas, Hanwell, Middlesex, Grocer. May 26 at 2 at 12, 
Hatton garden. Marshall 

Farnshaw, Edwin, Fenchurch st, Merchant. May 27 at 2 at offices of 
Cooper and Co, George st, Mansion House. Thomas and Hollams 

Elkin, aeeazs Coren Cheshire, Draper. May 30 at 3at Temple chambers, 
Oak st, Crewe Town. Cvoke 

Ellis, Tom, Dewsbury, York, Boot Maker. 
Longbottom, Waterhouse st, Halifax 

Flint, William Oliver, Walsall, Stafford, Gas Fitter. 
offices of Glover, Park st, Waisall 

Gann, James, jun, Whitstable, Kent, Ironmonger. 
offices ot Sankey and Co, Castle st, Canterbury 


May 24 at 1 at 


May 29 at 11 at offices of 
May 29 at Li at 
May 28 at 12 at 
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Gillett, Benjamin, Langport, Somerset, Builder. May 30 at 1 at the 
Townhall, Langport. Hill 

Greenwood, Joslina Thomas, Liverpool, Collector. May 29 at 2 at office 
of Gibson and Rolland Souh John st, Liverpool 

Griffiths, John, Brierley Hill, Staff rd, Builder. May 28 at 12 at offices 
of Homfray and Holberton, High st, Brierley Hill 

Hammond, Frederick, Brentford End, Isleworth, Wine Merchant. May 
28 at 3 atthe Incerporated Law Society, Chancery lane. Woodbridge 
and Sons, Cliff rd’~ inn 

Hanson, Henry Isaac, New Mill, near Huddersfield, York, Yarn Spin- 
ner. May 30 at 4 at offices of Baker and Sons, Estate building, Hud- 
dersfield 

Harris, Robert, Blackburn, Lancashire, Innkeeper, May 27 at 3 at 
office of Turner, East Parade, Leeds 

Harrison, Jane, An bleside, Westmorland, Innkeeper. May 28 at 1 at 
offices of Moser and Sons, Ambleside 

Hewett, Edwin, and Herman Schwary, Manchester, Tailors. June 9 at 
3 at offices of Cobbett and Co, Brown st, Manchester 

Holland, Wal'er, Wa'sall, Stafford, Chemist. May 29 at 12 at offices of 
Leech, Full st, Derby 

Holt, Walter Alfied, Bridport Harbour, Doreet, Innkeeper. May 29 
at 12 at offices of Manlev, Barrack st, Bridport 

Hull, Charles Edward, Manchester, Yarn Agent. May 27 at 3 at the 
Wheatsheaf Hi tel Fennel st, Manchester. Standring, Rochdale 

Jackson, James (sb«ldeston, Beeconsfield, Buckingham, Corn Dealer. 
May 31 at 3at the Saracen’s Head Inn, Beaconsfield. Clark, High 


Wycombe 
Jarvis, John, Harlow, Essex, Innkeeper. May 29 at 12 at the Railway 
Hotel, Harlow. Longmore 


_ Kaye, 8im, Howden Cleugh, near Batley, York, Tea Dealer. June 10 at 


8 at offices of Addleshaw and Warburton, King st, Manchester 

Lamb, George Newton, Nottingham, Provision Salesman. June 5 at 
12 at offices of Wood, Weekday cross, Nottingham 

Lancaster, Edward, Chester, Photographer. May 28 at 3 at offices of 
Cartwright, Bridge st row East. Chester 

Latham, Joxeph, and Thomas William Latham, Wolverhampton, Staf- 
ford, Sawyers. May 26 at 11 at the Swan Hotel, Queen square, Wol- 
verhampton 

Marshall, John Boyle, Barnstaple. Devon, Seed Merchant. May 29 at 
2 at offices of Thorne, Cross s:, Barnstaple 

Marsbal!, Joseph, Bradford, York, Cotton Warp Sizer. May 30 at 3' 
at offices of Mossmap, Bond st, Bradford 

McDonald, Donald, Aberystwyth, Cardigan, Innkeeper. May 31 at 1 at 

@ cffices of Hughes and Scn, North parade, Aberystwyth 

Moore, William Thomes, Southsea, Hants, Baker, May 27 at 10 at 
offices of King, Union st, Portsea 

Moriarty, Eliza, High Holborn, Licensed Victualler. June 5 at 11.30at 
the Law Institution, Chancery lane. Mackerson and Co, Lincoln’s 
inn fields . 

Murphie, Andrew, Kingsbridge, Devon, Travelling Draper. May 31 at 
11 at cffices of Harris and Co, Gandy st chambers, Exeter. Huggins, 
Exeter 

Newcombe, Frederick, Wavertrée, Lancashire, Baker. May 30 at 3 at 
offices of Lowe, Castle st, Liverpool 

Owston, Anthony, Bradford, York, Cabinet Maker. May 31 at 11 at 
offices of Harris, M rket st, Bradford 

Parker, John, Burniey, Lancashire, Contractor. June 2 at 3 at offices of 
Handsley and Artindale, Hargreaves st, Burnley 

Pidduck, William, Sandwich, Kent, Market Gardner. May 27 at 3 at 1, 
York st, Ramsgate. Edwards 

Price, William Richard, King’s Arms yard, Merchant. May 26 at 11 
at the Guildhall Tavern, Guildhall yard. Carter, Old Jewry 
chambers 

Ralph, John James, Deal, Kent, Blacksmith. June 4 at 11 at 98, 
Middle st, Deal. Drew, Deal 

Rintoul, John, and Roba:t Rintoul, Marylebone rd, Coach Builders, May 
26 at 12 at offices of Johnson, High st, Marylebone 

Roberts, John, Lianllyfni, Carnarvon, Victualler. May 31 at2 at office 
of Picton and Co, Market st, Carnarvon 

Roedais, Capel Austin, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. May 28 at 
11 at offices of Jefery, Market square, Northampton 

Ross, Thomas, Bloxwich, Stafford, Licensed Victualler, May 31 at 11 
at offices of Baker, Bridge st, Walsul! 

Sharratt, Henry, Clayton st, Kennington Oval, Warehouseman’s 
Assistant. May 27 at 11.30 at offices of Wood, St Paul’s Ohurchyard 

Smith, Joseyh, Salford, Lancashire, Foreman Finisher. May 29 at 3 at 
offices of Booth, Brazenncse st, Manchester 

Southwell, Frederick, and Edwin Southwell, Baker st, Portman square, 
Photographers. May 28 at 12 at offices of Weeks and Son, Newgate st 

Temple, Rev Watkin, Guildford rd, South Lambeth. May 29 at 2 at 
offices of Linkl.ter and Co, Walbrook 

Toynbee, John, Live: pool rd, Islington, Commission Agent. May 30 at 
3 at offices of Dormer, Coleman st. Keighley, Ironmonger lane 

Trivess, William, Fratton, Hants, Grocer. May 23 at 3 at offices of 
Walker, Commercial rd, Landport 

Tucker, James Henry, Dover, Kent, Painter. May 26 at 1 at 36, Castle 
st, Dover. Mowil 

Tucker, John, jun, William st, Albany street, Regent’s Park, Silver- 
smith. June 4 at 12 et cffices of Webster, Furnival’s inn, Holborn 

Turner, Henry, Dinton, Buckingham, Gardener. May 31 at 12 at offices 
of Parrot, Bourbon st, Aylesbury 

Warburton, George, Northwich, Cheshire, General Draper. May 28 at 

~ 11 at the Angel Hotel, Northwich. Green and Dixon, Northwich =9 

Warner, George, jun, Beenham, Berks, Journeyman Baker. May 29 
at 2 at offices ot Smith, Waylen st, Reading 

Williams, Joseph, Holywell, Flint, Carrier. June 6 at 11 at ofces of 
Davis, Well st, Holywell 

Wilison, George, Cambridge, Builder. May 28 at 3 at officesof Ginn, 
Alexandra st, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Wiee, Percival, Oxford, Grocer. June 5 at 11 at offices of Mallam, 
High st, Oxford 

Wren, James Charles, Birmingham, Commission Agent. May 30 at 10 
at offices of Duke, Christ Church passage, Birmingham 


! REN T COL LE @ EB 
Post Town, NOTTINGHAM.—Station, TRENT. 
Head-Master—Rev. T. F. FENN, M.A., Trin. Coll, Cambridge. 
Terms for Board and Tuition, £40 a year. 


_In December last 27 Boys passed the Local Examination of the Univer- 
sity of Cambridge, of whom 7 gained Honours, and 4 were specially 
distinguished ; 10 had previously passed the Oxford Local. 

Boys from Trent have passed the Examinations of the Royal College 
of Surgeons, the Imcorporated Law Society, and the Royal Pharma- 
ceutical Society, and have taken good places at the older Public 
Schools, 

Every Boy as he rises in the school ia prepared for the Cambridge 
Local Examination. There are special English and Commercial Classes 
for Boys intended for business. There is a good Cricket-ground of 
above 8 acres, giving a good Wicket for every Boy. Swimming Lessons 
are given all the year round, either in the tepid indoor Bath. or in the 
large outdoor one. “ Everything that can contribnte to the health and 
comfort of the Boys is provided unsparingly.”—Report of Cambridge 
Syadicate. 

Applications for admission after the Summer Holidays should if 
possible, be made before July 1. 


1), QUITABLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
4 SOCIETY, 10, LANCASTER-PLACE, STRAND. 
Established 1835. Capital paid-up, £430,000, 

This Society purchases reversionary property and life interests, and 
grauts loans on these securities. 

Forms of proposal may be obtained at the office, 
F. 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
C, H. CLAYTON, }§ Secretaries. 
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AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 

A COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery-lano, London, W.C. 
Capital, One Million Sterling, fully subscribed by upwards of 400 share- 
holders, nearly all of whom are members of the legal profession. 

Chairman—Sir Witttam Foster, Bart., Norwich. 
Deputy-Chairman—Jamxs Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmitn- 
building, Temple. 

The Capital subscribed and Funds in hand amount to upwards of 
£1,330,000, affording unquestionable security. 

The Directors invite particular atterition to the new form of Life 
Policy, which is free from all conditions. 

The Company advances Money on Mortgage of Life Interests ani 
Reversions, whether absolute or contingent. 

Prospectuses and every information, sent, post free, on application to 
.FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


ENRY GREEN, ‘Advertisement Agent, begs to 
direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantag 
of his long experience of upwards of twenty-five years, in the special in- 
sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solici ts their continued 
support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the strictest 
care and promptitude assured. Officia!ly stamped forms for advertise- 
ment and file of ‘“‘ London Gazette ” kept, By appointment. 














OYAL POLYTECHNIC, 309, Regent street.— 

Mr. George Buckland’s New Fairy Entertainment, The Enchante 

Glen ; or, the Coals, the Cake, and the Consequences. Written by Dr. 

Croft. Vocal Illustrations by Mr. George Buckland, assisted by Miss 

Josephine Pulham, Miss Tinney and Miss Lilie Bartlett.—Spring Buds ; 

a Lecture for the time of year, by Mr. J. L, King.—How to get to 

Vienna; a Descriptive Lecture, by Mr. B. Malden.—New Feats of 

Legerdemain, by the African Conjuror, Alexander Osman. Professor 

Gardner’s Lecture on Fuel; what shall we burn? —Many other enter- 
tainments. Admission is. Open twice daily, 12 to 5, and7 to 10, 


THE NEW BANKRUPTCY COURT 
Is only a few minutes’ walk from 


ARR’S, 2 6 5, STRAND.— 
Dinners (from the joint) vegetables, &c., 1s. 6d., or with Soup 
or Fish, 23. and 2s. 6d. “If I desire a substantial dinner off the joint, 
with the ag bi p t of light wine, both cheap and 
good, I know only of one house, and that is in the Strand, close to Danes 
Inn. There you may wash down the roast beef of old England with 
excellent Burgundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be supplied 
with half a bottie fcr a shilling.”—All the Year Round, June, 18, 1864, 
page 440, 
The new Hall lately added is one of the handsomest dining-rooms in 
London. Dioners (from the joint) , vegetabies, &c., Is. 6d, 


DEATH OF BARON LIEBIG, 


ESPECTFUL NOTICE is given by LIEBIG’S 
EXTRACT OF MEAT COMPANY (Limited) thatthe Guarantee _ 
Certificate of Genuineness of Quality, signed hitherto by Baron Liebig 
and Protessor Max von Pettenkofer, will in future, in accordance with 
Baron Liebig’s own directions made many years age, be signed by his 
Colleague Frofessor Max von Pettenkofer, the eminent Chymist, and by 

















be worg Henry, and John Wycherley, Cheltenham, Gl A 

Coach Builders. May 30 at 12 at the Bell Hotel, South Gate st, 
Gloucester. Jackson 

Wynne, Thomas, Goswell rd, Clerkenwell, Tailor. May 29 at 2 at office 
of Finnill, Pinner'’s Hal}, Old Broad st. Stacpoole, Old Broad st 





Hermann von Liebig, son of Baron Liebig, who has been acting as his 

jal assistant in the Analysis of the Company’s Extract. Thus the 
excellence of the well-known standard quality of Liebig Company’s 
Extract of Meat will continue absolutely unaltered. 
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GRAND TRUNK RAILWAY OF CANADA. 


ISSUE OF NEW ORDINARY STOCK. 
NOTICE TO BONDHOLDERS. 
HOLDERS of BONDS to bearer desirous of applying for an ALLOTMENT of the NEW ORDINARY 
“STOCK, now being issued, can obtain Special orms of Application, on applying at the Offices of the Company. 


Grand Trunk Railway Offices, 21, Old Broad Street, E.C. 


London, 23rd May, 1873. 


RICHARD POTTER, President. 
JOHN M. GRANT, Secretary. 





GRAND TRUNK RAILWAY OF CANADA. 


ISSUE OF £7,500,000 NEW ORDINARY STOCK, 
Part of £10,000,000 Stock, authorised by Act of Parliament passed 3rd May, 1873, 
Jalance—viz., £2,500,000—being reserved to be issued at the discretion of the Directors, but not sooner 
than 1st January, 1875. 


The 


Direc 


RICHARD POTTER, Esq., Standish House, Gloucester, 
PRESIDENT. 

THOMAS BARING, Esq., M.P., Bishopsgate Street, E.C., 
London. 

CHARLES JOHN BRYDGES, Ex<q., Montreal. 

Hon. JAMES FERRIER, Montreal. 

ROBERT GILLESPIE, Esq , 55, Onslow Sq., S.W., London. 

GROSVENOR HODGKINSON, Esq., M.P.. Newark. 

Banxers.—Messrs. GLYN, MILLS, CURRIE & Co., 67, 

Lombard Street, E.C.. London. 


tors. 
KIRKMAN DANIEL HODGSON, Esq., M.P., Bishopsgate 


Street, E.C., London. 
GRAHAM MENZIES, Esq., 32, Queen's Gate, W., London. 
Sir JAMES RAMSDEN, Bart., Barrow-in-Furness, 
JOHN SWIFT, Esq., 28, Great Cumberland Pl., W.,Lo ndon 
Caprain TYLER, Wyvenhoe Hall, near Colchester. 
Ricut Hon. LORD WOLVERTON, 67, Lombard Street, 
E.C., London. 
Soniciror.—J. BREND BATTEN, Esq., Great George 
Street, Westminster. 


SecreTAary.—JOHN M. GRANT, Esq. 
Orrices.—21, OLD BROAD STREET, E.C., LONDON. 
Price of Issue, £22 10s. per £100 Stock, payable as follows :——£5 per £100 Stock, payable on Application ; £5 per £109 
Stock, payable on Allotment ; £2 per £100 Stock, payable on Ist January, 1874; £2 per £100 Stock, payable on 
Ist April, 1874; £3 per £100 Stock, payable on Ist July, 1874; £3 per £100 Stock, payable on 1st October, 1874 ; 
£2 10s. per £100 Stock, payable on 1st January, 1875—4£22 10s. 


Tur Direcrors OF THE GRranp TrunK Ratlway Com- 


PANY OF CaNADA are prepared to receive applications for | 


the above £7,500,000 Stock, part of £10,000,000 Stock, 
authorised to be created at a General Meeting of the Share- 
holders, held 20th March, 1873, and in conformity with a 
Special Act of Parliament passed 3rd May, 1873. 

The proceeds of the Stock now offered will be amply 
sufficient to defray the cost of the conversion of guage and 
other improvements of the Line up to 31st December, 1874. 

The Directors have arranged to retain for the Company 
the remaining £2,500,000 Siock, which will not be issued’ 
before Ist January, 1875, by which time it is expected the 
position of the undertaking will have so greatly improved as 
to justify a considerably nigher price than the Stock now for 
Subscription. 

The Stock now to be issued will rank for dividend in 
common with the existing Ordinary Stock of the Company. 

By the Provisions of the Company’s Act of Parliament 
the net revenue of the Company, after paying Preference 
Charges, is to ‘‘ be applied in paymeut of a dividend at the 
rate of 3 per cent. per annum on the Ordinary Stock.” 

The surplus profits, after payment of such dividends, are 
to be apportioned—In payment of a further 1 per cent. to | 
the Preference Stocks, and of a further dividend of 2 per 
cent. to the Ordinary Stock, making a total of 5 per cent. 
per annum on the Ordinary Stock. 








The payment of 3 per cent. dividend on the Stock now | 
offered for Subscription would be equal to 13} per cent., | 
and a dividend of 5 per cent. would be equal to 22 per cent. 
on the price of Subscription. | 

The object of the present issue is to carry out the plan of | 
re-organisation sanctioned by the Shareholders, by which 
the Railway will be put in a position to develope the traffic 
existing on the Line, and to bring the undertaking into 
first class working order. 

It is provided by the Company's Act of Parliament that— 
“ The Grand Trunk Company shall from time to time give 
satisfactory evidence to the Governor in Council of the 
expenditure of the proceeds of the Share Capital authorised 
to be raised, which shall be made in the improvement of 
and addition to the rolling-stock, in the changing of the 
gauge to 4 feet 8} inches, the substitution of steel for iron 
rails, and the providing of additional facilities for the 
earrying on of the business of the country.” 

By the expenditure of the proceeds of the issue of the 
present Stock a large increase in the traffic must ensue, 
and also a great diminution in the working expenses, and 
the following is a summary of the advantageous results 





which will be obtained by the Company, and which will 
mainly benefit the Ordinary Stock. 


1. By the substitution of steel rails for iron, the constant 
breakages, and consequent expense will be avoided, 
estimated by the President as equal to from 
£250,000 to £300,000 per annum in the Locomotive, 
Permanent-way, and Traffic departments. 

2. The guage, which at present is partly broad guage 
and partly narrow guage, will be altered in sections 
to one uniform guage, thus saving delay, expense 
and damage from the constant shifting of the traf- 
fic, and utilising the Rolling Stock resources of the 
Railway connections, South and West. 

3. The Buffalo International Bridge across the Niagra 
River is confidently expected to be opened in August 
next, and all the cost of transhipping the goods by 
ferry will be avoided. 

4. A further section of the Intercolonial Railway will be 
opened by September next. 

5. A reduction of interest on the prior charges of upwards 
of £130,000 per annum, until a dividend at the rate 
of 3 per cent. per annum is paid onthe ordinary Capital. 

6. The increase of Rolling Stock, which at present is 
totally unable to cope with the traffic on the Line. 

7. A decrease of the working charges and maintenance of the 
Line, from the above improvements, to a normal rate. 

8. The direct communication with the American Railways 
by reason of this Company’s Line being altered to 
the same gauge, resulting in a solid addition to the 
business of the Company. 

In spite of the disadvantages under which the Company 
has hitherto laboured of being unable to carry the existing 
traffic, a steady increase has taken place year by year, the 
receipts having increased during the last ten years about 
100 per cent., the traffic for last year approaching Two 
Millions Srerling. 

The Traffic receipts for the last three years show the 
following results :— 

£1,498,307 


1870 ; 
1871 eas 1,711,223 
1872 ; 1,836,057 
Showing an increase in the two years of about 23 per 
cent., and when the whole of the improvements contem- 
plated are carried out, there cannot be a question that the 
rate of increase will proceed even at a much greater ratio. 
That this expectation is well founded may be seen by a 
consideration of the great increase in the prosperity of 
Canada during the last few years. In the five years which 
have elapsed since the Confederation, the deposits in the 
banks of the country have increased from 26 to 59 millions, 
or nearly 130 per cent. 
The growth of the home and foreign trade of the 
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